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No-excuses charter schools have been both lauded for increasing student achievement 
and criticized for practicing punitive discipline. An alternative to the no-excuses disciplinary 
framework is restorative justice, a paradigm focused on building relationships and repairing 
harm through conversation instead of punishment. In this dissertation, I analyze changes in 
student disciplinary, academic, and attendance outcomes in a large no-excuses charter school 
network after it transitioned to restorative justice. Using a student fixed-effects model with an 
interrupted time series framework on a seven-year panel of administrative data, I find that, in its 
first year, the restorative justice intervention was associated with unfavorable outcomes for 
students, including a 36% increase in suspension days, a 55% increase in reported severe 
behavioral infractions, a 4% increase in absences, and a 5% decrease in GPA scores. The 
increase in suspension days was borne by Black students; non-Black students did not experience 
a significant change in suspension days in the first year of the intervention. In the two years that 
followed, suspensions, absences and tardies decreased and GPA increased, making up for some 
of the first-year losses. In the discussion, I consider potential mechanisms behind my results as 
well as implications for research, policy, and practice. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Exclusionary school discipline policies—policies that send students out of the classroom 
(e.g., suspension and expulsion)—are consistently associated with troubling effects on student 
outcomes. Compared to students who do not experience exclusionary discipline, students who 
are suspended perform worse on tests (Lacoe & Steinberg, 2018; Noltmeyer et al., 2015) and are 
more likely to drop out of high school (Fabelo et al., 2011; Noltmeyer et al., 2015; Rumberger & 
Losen, 2016). Further, the negative effects of suspension are disproportionately experienced by 
students of color, students with disabilities, and male students (Barrett et al., 2017; Fabelo et al., 
2011; Losen, 2011; Skiba et al., 2014; Skiba et al., 2011). Exclusionary discipline is also 
associated with broader societal costs in the form of higher rates of criminal activity and 
imprisonment for disciplined students (Rumberger & Losen, 2016). Rumberger and Losen 
estimate that annual suspensions in the 10th grade across the nation are linked with 67,735 
dropouts and produced societal costs of an estimated $35.7 billion.  
The use of suspensions, considered rare in the 1950s (Kafka, 2011), became a common 
disciplinary tool in schools across the country in the 1970s (Losen, 2011). When the Office of 
Civil Rights (OCR) of the U.S. Department of Education first collected school suspension data in 
1972-1973, they found that 4.2% of students had been suspended at least once during that year 
(Losen, 2011). Suspensions would rise rapidly in the following decades, and by the 2006-2007 
school year, 6.8% of students nationwide had been suspended at least once according to OCR 
data. Alarming racial disparities lie behind these suspension figures. In 2006-2007, 4.8% of 
White students nationwide were suspended compared to 15.0% of Black students. Since then, 
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suspension rates have declined, but racial disparities have remained. In the 2015-2016 school 
year, 4.7% of students nationwide received at least one out-of-school suspension, including 8.0% 
of Black students and 3.8% of White students (Harper et al., 2019). Given the high racial 
disparities in suspension use and the negative consequences of suspensions on students, scholars 
and policy makers have advocated for schools to seek alternative disciplinary systems that focus 
less on suspensions and other exclusionary measures (Goodman, 2013; Harper et al., 2019).  
 One proposed alternative to exclusionary discipline systems is restorative justice 
practices (McCluskey et al., 2008). Developed from programs used to reintroduce incarcerated 
individuals back into their communities, restorative justice practices in education address 
disciplinary issues through conversations instead of punishment, and prioritize healthy 
relationships between and among students and staff. In restorative justice programs, school 
administrators and teachers facilitate conversations between a student who has been given a 
disciplinary referral for an incident and any student affected by that incident. In theory, these 
conversations repair (or make progress towards repairing) the damage caused by the incident, 
enable students to be reintegrated into the school community, and decrease the likelihood that the 
student will continue to cause harm (McCluskey et al., 2008). Restorative justice practices in 
schools can be more than just a disciplinary tool; some schools have adopted a whole-school 
approach to the paradigm by trying to build trust, respect, strong relationships, and community 
accountability among students and staff members on a daily basis (Wadhwa, 2015). Qualitative 
studies examining restorative practices in schools have shown promising results, including 
fomenting positive relationships between students and staff and allowing students to learn from 
their mistakes in a more beneficial way than from a suspension (Gonzalez, 2012; Karp & 
Breslin, 2001; Wadhwa, 2016). Research with quantitative evidence examining the effects of 
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adopting restorative justice is burgeoning, and several recent studies (e.g., Anyon et al., 2016, 
Augustine et al., 2018) show that restorative justice practices are associated with a decrease in 
suspensions.  
 One setting that can potentially benefit from restorative justice practices are “no-excuses” 
charter schools, which typically serve low-income and minority students—populations that 
disproportionately receive suspensions and have the most to gain from policies that combat the 
negative consequences of suspensions (Fabelo et al., 2011; Goodman, 2013; Skiba et al., 2014; 
Skiba et al., 2011). No-excuses charter schools, common in urban areas across the country and 
including networks such as the well-known Knowledge is Power Program (KIPP) and 
Uncommon Schools, are typified by an intense academic environment and a discipline system 
that uses a “sweat the small stuff” approach, one in which students are constantly monitored and 
corrected for any behavioral infraction no matter how minor (Golann, 2015). Although 
quantitative research has consistently found positive results in student academic outcomes from 
this charter school model (Angrist et al., 2013; Cheng et al., 2015; Tuttle et al., 2013), qualitative 
researchers have criticized these schools for their disciplinary systems, which frequently take 
students away from the classroom and encourage students to defer to authority instead of 
developing individual agency (Golann, 2015; Goodman, 2013; Lack, 2009; Sondel, 2016). 
Educators at no-excuses schools are similarly divided in their perceptions of exclusionary 
discipline practices. Golann (2015) found that educators at one no-excuses school admitted that 
the discipline practices used in their schools were not ideal. However, they were unwilling to 
change discipline practices for fear that academic achievement gains would be lost among 
behavioral disorder. Despite these concerns, some no-excuses schools—including KIPP 
schools—have attempted to shift from an exclusionary system to a restorative justice model as a 
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means of decreasing suspensions and creating a more positive learning environment (Schwartz, 
2017; Vara-Orta, 2018). Little is known about the effectiveness of these changes on both 
behavioral and academic outcomes. If restorative justice practices decrease suspensions for 
students in no-excuses settings while maintaining academic achievement, then no-excuses school 
leaders at KIPP and elsewhere would be justified in implementing and expanding them.  
In addition to analyzing how restorative justice practices may change student outcomes in 
no-excuses settings, studying how no-excuses schools transition to a restorative justice 
disciplinary approach can shed light on opportunities and constraints for organizational change in 
these settings. While no-excuses schools stand the most to gain from restorative justice practices 
because of their student demographic and zero-tolerance-like disciplinary policies, teachers and 
staff may struggle with adapting to a system that utilizes a completely different theoretical 
foundation. The strict disciplinary systems traditionally used in no-excuses schools are based on 
deterrence theory, in which clear consequences for behavior infractions are expected to deter 
students from undesirable actions (Curran, 2016). Conversely, restorative justice practices do not 
focus on punishment; they instead prioritize building healthy relationships within a community 
and using the strength of those relationships to repair the harm done by any incidents (Wadhwa, 
2015). Qualitative researchers who examined adoption of restorative justice in traditional public-
school settings have noted several challenges faced by schools (Fronius et al., 2016; Karp & 
Breslin, 2011; McClusky et al., 2008; Wadhwa, 2015). One major challenge includes educator 
buy-in, especially when staff are asked to change practices that they are accustomed to using 
(Karp & Breslin, 2011; McClusky et al., 2008). Further, settings implementing restorative justice 
may struggle with prioritizing the time necessary to create a restorative culture, especially if staff 
members or administrators believe that this time would be better spent on instruction (Fronius et 
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al., 2016; Karp & Breslin, 2011; Wadhwa, 2015). In settings where the teaching force is 
predominantly White and the student population is mostly Black and Brown, teaching staff can 
also struggle navigating and addressing issues of structural racism (Wadhwa, 2015), an important 
component of restorative justice according to some scholars (e.g., Davis, 2019; Evans & 
Vaandering, 2016). Specifically, teachers may believe that they do not discriminate against races 
and label themselves as “colorblind,” thus refusing to acknowledge racism in society, schools, 
and classrooms (Pollock, 2004). These same teachers may not acknowledge how they play a role 
in contributing to structural racism and may continue to exhibit biases that lead to racial 
disparities in discipline. No-excuses settings are susceptible to each of these challenges when 
adopting restorative practices, and these factors can influence how staff perceive and interpret 
restorative justice, which may also affect student outcomes. The current research literature on 
both restorative justice and no-excuses schools does not include an analysis into the effects of 
implementing restorative justice practices in a no-excuses setting where norms, policies, and 
routines must massively shift. 
With this dissertation, I work to fill this gap through an analysis of one no-excuses 
charter school network (hereafter referred to as NECSN) that adopted restorative practices. For 
my primary quantitative analysis, I use administrative data provided by NECSN that contain 
student disciplinary, academic, and attendance information for seven school years—four years 
before and three years after the restorative justice intervention. Using interrupted time series 
models with student fixed-effects, I will analyze whether and how these student outcomes 
changed after NECSN adopted restorative justice practices. I also analyze whether changes in 
outcomes differed by student subgroups, including groups based on race, gender, whether or not 
students receive special education services, and more. Through a descriptive analysis, I will also 
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study the parent-student handbooks of NECSN to analyze disciplinary policies before and after 
the intervention.  
Research Questions 
 My dissertation explores the following three research questions:  
1) What were the disciplinary practices, procedures, and recorded infractions at NECSN 
prior to the intervention, and how did suspension rates compare to other settings? To 
understand the context of any outcome changes that occurred after adopting restorative justice 
practices for the 2014-2015 school year, I first analyze baseline characteristics (e.g., infraction 
and suspension rates) of the setting in the four years prior. I also analyze policies and 
procedures in the parent-student handbook before and after the intervention, run descriptive 
analyses of disciplinary outcomes before the intervention, and compare pre-intervention 
statistics with other local settings.   
2) What effect did the adoption of restorative justice have on student attendance, 
behavioral infractions, suspensions, and academic performance at NECSN? Using 
administrative data and a student fixed-effects model with an interrupted time series 
framework, I analyze changes in student outcomes before and after the restorative justice 
intervention. Specifically, I examine how infractions, suspensions, absences, tardies, and 
student grade point average (GPA) changed in the first year of the intervention and the two 
years that followed.  
3) How did effects of restorative justice on student outcomes differ by student subgroups 
related to race, gender, free or reduced-price lunch status, special education status, and 
grade-level? As discussed in detail in Chapter Two, researchers studying the implementation 
of restorative justice have shown conflicting evidence on whether restorative justice lessens, 
heightens, or maintains disciplinary disparities by student subgroups. Analyzing disparities in 
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changes to student outcomes is crucial to understand who benefits most and least from the 
adoption of restorative justice practices in no-excuses settings.  
Significance 
My dissertation sits at the intersection of three research areas: efforts to reduce 
suspensions, no-excuses charter schools, and restorative justice practices in education. Results 
from my study will potentially provide insights for multiple stakeholders, including policy 
makers, future researchers, and practitioners. 
The large racial disparities seen in suspension use, and whether schools should adopt 
practices to try and limit them, have received attention from the previous two federal 
administrations. In 2014, President Obama’s Department of Education and Department of Justice 
published guidelines that urged schools to reduce suspensions—especially suspensions for 
students of color—and seek alternatives to punitive (i.e., exclusionary) discipline (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2014). These guidelines were then rescinded by the Departments of 
Education and Justice under the Trump administration, which argued that districts should use 
whatever tools necessary to keep schools safe (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). The 
rescindment continued a national debate over the best way to approach discipline in schools. 
While some scholars have argued that suspensions are harmful to students (e.g., American 
Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008; Losen, 2011), other scholars, 
educators, and political commentators claim that suspensions have an important role in deterring 
misbehavior and holding students accountable (Arum 2003; Eden, 2019; Watanabe & Blume, 
2015). My study joins this discussion by analyzing the effectiveness of restorative justice, an 
alternative approach to discipline recommended by the Obama-era guidelines.  
Early research on restorative justice practices has found that they are associated with a 
decrease in suspensions (Anyon et al., 2016; Augustine et al., 2018; Gonzalez, 2015). Results 
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from my study expand on this work by demonstrating that suspensions and racial disparities 
increased during the first year of the restorative justice intervention at NECSN. Moreover, as no-
excuses settings are novel to the restorative justice literature, my findings provide context for the 
difficulties no-excuses settings may face when trying to overhaul their school climate 
philosophy. My results provide policy makers and practitioners important evidence for whether 
adopting restorative justice practices is a worthy endeavor when they are seeking to decrease 
suspensions while also detailing potential pitfalls to avoid.  
Prior quantitative studies on restorative justice rarely analyzed student outcomes beyond 
suspensions. My study expands the research on restorative justice by using quantitative methods 
to reveal the effects on a variety of student outcomes in a network that adopts restorative justice. 
The quantitative statistical techniques I employ answer my last two research questions by 
analyzing changes in multiple student outcomes—disciplinary, academic, and attendance—and 
my methods allow me to see how changes vary by student subgroups. Specifically, I conduct a 
series of Interrupted Time Series (ITS) models with student fixed-effects which show changes in 
outcomes over time after taking into account student characteristics. Although these models have 
limitations (discussed further in Chapters Three and Five), they provide a detailed understanding 
of outcome changes that are associated with the network’s shift to using restorative justice.   
My study arrives at a time where the literature on restorative justice practices is 
burgeoning and expanding. One existing study (Augustine et al., 2018) used quantitative and 
qualitative methods to analyze restorative justice in Pittsburgh Public Schools. As I will describe 
in Chapter Two, the study found mixed effects: suspensions decreased for Black students, 
economically disadvantaged students, and students as a whole, and teachers reported that 
relationships with students were strengthened. However, disparities in suspension use worsened 
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for students who received special education services, and Black students’ academic achievement 
decreased. Conveniently, administrators at NECSN received training on restorative justice from 
the same organization that trained educators in Pittsburgh Public Schools. Although I do not 
employ a randomized control trial as Augustine et al. (2018) did, my research methods allow me 
to expand upon their detailed findings and examine whether their results are consistent with mine 
from a no-excuses charter school network setting.  
My study also builds on the existing research on no-excuses charter schools. As 
mentioned earlier in this chapter, researchers analyzing no-excuses schools have both praised 
them for their academic success (e.g., Angrist et al., 2013; Cheng et al., 2015; Tuttle et al., 2013) 
and criticized them for their disciplinary practices (Golann, 2016; Goodman, 2013; Lack, 2009; 
Sondel, 2016). In response to criticism of their disciplinary procedures, some no-excuses schools 
have changed their disciplinary practices and adopted restorative justice (Schwartz, 2017), 
though research into how restorative justice affected student outcomes in these settings is rare. 
Although I do not conduct an implementation study of restorative practices at NECSN, my study 
provides evidence as to whether or not no-excuses schools can shift from traditional strict 
punitive disciplinary practices to restorative justice practices and see beneficial results for 
students. The unfavorable outcomes seen at NECSN after adopting restorative practices gives 
practitioners and leaders at other no-excuses schools a stern warning that adopting restorative 
justice may not always lead to success without shedding no-excuses disciplinary practices and 
fully committing to the restorative paradigm.  
Overview of the Dissertation 
 In Chapter Two, I review the existing relevant literature on topics related to the 
dissertation, including an overview of the history of school discipline in the United States, the 
increasing use of suspensions and research on its effects on students, the existing literature 
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related to restorative justice, and the conflicting literature on no-excuses charter schools. In 
Chapter Three, I outline the methods and analytical techniques that are used in this study for all 
three research questions. In Chapter Four, I reveal the results of my study, organized by research 
question. Finally, in Chapter Five, I discuss the takeaways and implications of my results and 
also detail limitations and directions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 This chapter introduces the existing literature on topics related to my dissertation, 
including historical trends of discipline use in American schools, the effects of suspension on 
students, restorative justice practices in schools, and no-excuses charter schools. First, I briefly 
describe the history of school discipline in American schools, showing that punishment and anti-
Black policies have long been a norm. Second, I use the literature to show how the use of 
suspensions increased over the twentieth century, and how Black and Brown students, male 
students, and students receiving special education services are disproportionately affected. Third, 
I detail evidence for the effects of suspensions and why racial disproportionalities exist. Fourth, I 
explain the many ways schools have begun to use restorative justice in education and summarize 
prior literature on its use. Finally, I review the existing research on no-excuses charter schools 
and argue that research into restorative justice use in no-excuses settings is both limited and 
necessary. No-excuses schools, which traditionally use practices that differ significantly from 
practices espoused by restorative justice scholars, provide a compelling setting to study how 
student outcomes change with such a major shift in disciplinary practices.  
Taken together, the topics discussed in this chapter describe how discipline in American 
schools has evolved over time and how this evolution has led to the present-day context, where 
students, specifically Black and Brown students, male students, and students receiving special 
education services are suspended at high rates. As settings like no-excuses schools think about 
shifting their disciplinary policy in response to concerns over both short- and long-term effects 
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on their mostly minority student population, I show that little is known about how restorative 
justice practices in these settings change student outcomes.  
School Discipline in the United States: History and Context 
Throughout American history, punishment was a popular method to instill obedience in 
students and order in schools. The following section reviews the history of school discipline in 
the United States and documents how the use of punishment evolved over time, eventually 
leading to the use of suspensions in the twentieth century. Further, the section shows how the 
disparities in suspension use experienced by Black students today is consistent with an American 
education system that was built to prioritize White students.  
The Early Republic: Education as Discipline 
Discipline and order were a vital part of early American education. At the dawn of the 
American republic, the country’s White male leaders were concerned about the fragility and 
survival of the American experiment of democracy. This concern was driven by what Kaestle 
(1983) described as a dominant ideology that combined republicanism, Protestantism, and 
capitalism—one that aimed to unify the new republic by prioritizing individual morality and 
character through education. The thought at the end of the eighteenth century was that if 
Americans failed to instill virtue in its citizens, it would surely fail. In other words, the survival 
of the nation “depended upon the morality of its people—not in armies or constitutions or 
inspired leadership, but in the virtue of the propertied, industrious, and intelligent American 
yeoman” (Kaestle, 1983, p. 79). In this sense, the purpose of education was not only to instill a 
strong sense of order, but was also centered around the idea that order and discipline were the 
essential lesson in school. This idea goes beyond what Labaree (2010) dubbed the democratic 
equality goal of education, “which sees education as a mechanism for producing capable 
citizens” (p. 16). If the goal of education in early American history was to produce capable 
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citizens, the means of achieving that goal were strict discipline and compliance. During this early 
stage of the nation, Kafka (2011) stated that the urgent need to prioritize moral training in young 
citizens was such that “instruction and discipline were…inherently the same thing” (p. 19). This 
belief would dominate education philosophy in the United States into the 20th century (Allman & 
Slate, 2011; Butchart, 1995; Kaestle, 1983; Kafka, 2011). 
The economic instability of the 1800s brought new fears of the American state failing; 
specifically, threats to stability included the rise of manufacturing and immigration, as well as 
the decline of landholding and Protestant unity (Kaestle, 1983; Labaree, 2010). In these changing 
times, America’s White, male leaders prioritized compliance and order in schooling over notions 
of individual liberty. The opinions of Horace Mann, appointed Secretary of Education of 
Massachusetts in 1837, encapsulated the belief that education should create informed, loyal, 
White citizens. Mann led the common schools reform, referred to as the most successful public-
school reform effort in American history (Labaree, 2010). The reform aimed to change the 
already existing fragmented educational structure into a publicly governed school system. Mann 
clearly delineated why he believed a common system was essential:  
Wretched, incorrigible, demoniac, as any human being may ever have become, 
there was a time when he took the first step in error and in crime; when, for the 
first time, he just nodded to his fall, on the brink of ruin…it is this very hour of 
peril through which our children are now passing (Mann, 1839, para 57).  
In other words, America’s youth posed a threat to the nation if their innate immorality were left 
unchecked. The solution to thwart this threat of immorality in American youth was schools that 
would teach children common American values, morals, and virtues—aligned with the goal of 
“democratic equality” (Labaree, 2010). Mann also argued that part of this equality and education 
required that schools avoid controversial subjects that could upset the unity he was attempting to 
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instill. Indeed, Mann (1839) believed that lessons of morality to unify the nation were more 
important than the academic-based lessons that modern education prioritizes: 
…by the word Education, I mean much more than an ability to read, write, and 
keep common accounts…by the term Education, I mean such a culture of our 
moral affections and religious susceptibilities, as, in the course of Nature and 
Providence shall lead to a subjection or conformity of all our appetites, 
propensities and sentiments to the will of Heaven (para 3). 
The most important part of the curricula in this time period was moral education, specifically 
obedience and discipline.  
 Throughout the first half of the 19th century, political thinkers like Mann espoused the 
idea of “the superiority of American Protestant culture”, a belief rife with racist and sexist 
undertones (Kaestle, 1983, p. 76). According to historian James Anderson, the promoters of 
common school systems believed that the “peace, prosperity, and ‘civilization’ depended as 
much, if not more, on the containment and repression of literate culture among its enslaved 
population as it did on the diffusion of literate culture among its free population” (Anderson, 
1988, p. 1). Most of the enslaved southern states adopted legislation that criminalized teaching 
slaves to read or write by 1835. Yet racism in education was not limited to the South. During a 
speech to a Black audience in Ohio in 1852, Horace Mann stated that “in intellect, the blacks are 
inferior to the whites” (Kaestle, 1983, p. 89). Most common schools were not open to Black 
students, whose families started private schools or enrolled their children in “African free 
schools” run by abolitionists (Kafka, 2011). The few common public schools that Black students 
could enroll in were segregated and contained significantly fewer resources that traditional White 
institutions. These schools, which similarly prioritized morality and obedience as in other 
common schools, were not yet interested nor invested in providing a route of social mobility for 
Black students. Inequities also existed for non-native immigrant students, where common 
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schools sought to conform them to Protestant and republican ideals and showed no respect for 
their existing cultures and customs (Kaestle, 1983, Kafka 2011).  
 While White women were welcome to attend schools during the Antebellum period, their 
moral and obedience training were centered on three domestic roles: child rearing, housekeeping, 
and caring for male members of the household (Kaestle, 1983). As Kaestle (1983) noted, 
schoolbooks used to teach girls in the 1830s were explicit about these messages. One such 
message in a piece widely used in schoolbooks stated, “So it is beautifully ordered by Providence 
that woman, who is the mere dependent and ornament of man in his happier hours, should be his 
stay and solace when smitten when sudden calamity” (Kaestle, 1983, p. 85). When women were 
not waiting to save men from their “calamities”, they were tasked with keeping their house and 
children in order—a philosophy that Horace Mann and Catherine Beecher endorsed (Kaestle 
1983). Kaestle notes that the “gender and racial stereotypes” of the Antebellum period were 
contradictory to the Protestant ideology of “equality and perfectibility” (p. 89). Yet since the 
words and actions of educators and politicians of the time consistently referred to non-Whites 
and women as inferior to White men, it seems clear that racism and sexism were not only 
intentional but necessary to maintain the ideal society sought by Mann and his contemporaries. 
The ideal republic of the early 1800s for education leaders was one that subscribed to the 
supremacy of White males, particularly wealthy ones, and the common public education system 
reflected this.  
In short, the beginning decades of the American republic saw education as a necessary 
tool to mold Protestant morality and a disciplined, racialized, and sexist obedience into its young 
citizens. Instruction in reading, writing, and mathematics certainly existed, but was not as much a 
priority as moral education. Noah Webster, the first state superintendent of Michigan, 
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summarized this belief in 1838 when he said, “Ignorance is a fearful foe to freedom, but 
knowledge, without virtue, is certain death to the republic” (Kafka, 2011, p. 22). Discipline was 
the means to instill Webster’s “republic” made for White males.  
Most influential educators at the time believed that punishment was the best way to teach 
right from wrong. These educators included Charles Northend, author of The Teacher and the 
Parent, Hiram Orcutt, a New England school leader and author, and Thomas Payson, an 
educational leader who was against corporal punishment but still saw punishment as necessary 
means to achieve student compliance (Kafka, 2011). The dominant strategy, what Kafka called 
“Discipline through Submission”, involved the frequent use of punishment from a child’s teacher 
(p. 22). In many cases, this meant students experienced corporal punishment for infractions large 
and small, including poor posture and performing poorly on academic tasks (Allman & Slate, 
2011). Besides beatings (whipping, hitting, etc.), common punishments also included “forcing 
students to stand for long periods of time holding a large bible at arms’ length, or requiring 
students to sit or stand in awkward positions for hours on end” (Kafka, 2011, p. 24). Obedience 
was paramount at home and at school, so much so that educators argued that children should 
obey their teachers even if given unjust commands (Kaestle, 1983). Even some educators who 
were well known critics of corporal punishment in schools agreed that other forms of punishment 
were necessary to instill obedience. 
The Twentieth Century: Bureaucratizing Discipline  
  The twentieth century brought several social and economic changes that required 
education reformers to adapt practices. The domination of industrialization and the rise of the 
corporation changed the economic landscape of the nation and thus what was expected from 
schools (Labaree, 2010). At the same time, many settings experienced large demographic shifts 
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due to both increasing rates of immigration and internal migration patterns of citizens—including 
Black citizens moving north and west. School enrollment increased dramatically in the early 
1900s, especially high school enrollment which grew by 711% between 1890 and 1918 (Kafka, 
2011). Discipline was still as central to education in the twentieth century as it was in the 1800s. 
But instead of using discipline to forward a moral education, reformers were more concerned 
about preparing students for a new economic reality while maintaining national democratic 
values (Kafka, 2011; Labaree, 2010).   
Two major reform groups emerged during this era: the administrative progressives and 
the child-centered progressives, also called pedagogical progressives (Labaree, 2010; Tyack, 
1974). The administrative progressives sought to make schools match corporate landscapes by 
creating highly regimented school structures that were governed by supervisors who were several 
levels removed from the classroom. As the label suggests, child-centered progressives were more 
concerned about the experience of the individual student rather than the institution that 
surrounded them. While the child-centered progressives won rhetorical victories by changing 
how educators talked about their craft, administrative progressives clearly won structural battles 
(Labaree, 2010). The latter group successfully changed the common schools of the 1800s into 
more bureaucratic institutions that closely resemble what Tyack and Cuban (1995) called the 
modern grammar of schooling, including separating students by age, tracking students by 
perceived ability, and educating them in standardized units of instruction.  
Similar to education leaders in previous eras, administrative progressives’ view of 
discipline prioritized obedience. They believed that students needed to submit to both their 
teachers and societal structures at large to prepare for the demands of industrialization (Kafka, 
2011; Labaree, 2010). The militarized aspect of schooling—obedience and routine—was argued 
18 
for explicitly by some leaders, including the superintendent of New York City schools in 1926, 
who said, “You need discipline in the teaching of children just as much as you do in an army. 
They must be orderly and quiet before they can be taught” (Kafka, 2011, p. 32). Education 
existed as a means of maintaining and creating social order, which included a racialized practice 
of separating students by perceived ability. Progressive era educators and scholars argued that 
science—as revealed by newly developed intelligence tests—showed that separate levels of 
education were necessary as Black and Brown students were consistently labelled as “mentally 
retarded” (Butchart, 1995; Kafka, 2011). These racist beliefs justified treating Black and Brown 
students differently and providing them a worse education than what was expected for White 
students. While White students were receiving education that would prepare them for a capitalist 
economy, “immigrants, racial minorities, and other marginalized groups” instead received the 
moral education that had long been abandoned for White students (Kafka, 2011, p. 34). In this 
era, inequality was a foregone and necessary conclusion for administrative progressives, and 
schools were made to maintain this inequality.  
Child-centered progressives, including John Dewey and William Bagley, decried the 
hierarchies created by administrative progressives and the idea that discipline needed to be 
taught through routine instead of reason (Kafka, 2011). Evolving from ideas supported by 
Horace Mann in the previous century, these progressive educators and scholars wanted students 
to develop a sense of self-reliance and independence to prepare them for later life. In many of 
these schools, this took the form of student self-governance programs where students themselves 
maintained order while learning valuable civic lessons along the way. Child-centered 
progressives believed that students who were disciplined by their teachers could receive positive 
reinforcement from their peers as rebellious troublemakers. Alternatively, receiving discipline 
19 
from their peers in student government would shame students and in theory make them less 
likely to continue misbehaving (Butchart, 1995; Jones & Tanner, 1981; Kafka, 2011). Although 
some self-governance programs were popular during the progressive era, they soon fizzled out as 
the structure of the administrative progressive model dominated.  
In just under two centuries, the landscape of the country and its education system went 
through several changes, including the introduction of a common schools system and economic 
challenges. Through it all, discipline was synonymous with education in both the common 
schools and progressive era systems, and explicitly worked to maintain and exacerbate existing 
racial inequities. These eras provide the skeletons of the school disciplinary philosophies that 
exist today. The idea of punishment being the ultimate deterrence to poor behavior is a key 
theoretical assumption of zero tolerance policies and exclusionary discipline like suspensions. 
The idea of shaming students into behaving well can be seen to some extent in restorative justice 
in education. These two disciplinary models, however, would only evolve after educators began 
to separate the concept of instruction and discipline after the Second World War.   
Post-War: The Rise of Zero Tolerance 
During and following the Second World War, more people, especially Black citizens, 
moved to the north and west and into cities. Populations in these areas boomed. Overcrowding in 
schools and classrooms became an issue as an estimated 350,000 teachers left to fight in the war, 
and some of them did not return to the profession as salaries were low and public financial 
investment in education decreased (Kafka, 2011). This financial disinvestment came when 
professional teaching organizations and social scientists, both worried about a rise in juvenile 
delinquency, were calling for an increase to social and mental health services (Kafka, 2011).  
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At this time however, the general public did not believe that school discipline was of 
great concern. Instead, they tended to blame parents and communities for perceptions of juvenile 
delinquency (Gallup, 1972). In a 1946 poll that asked American parents of schoolchildren what 
their main criticisms of their child’s school were, 39% of respondents—the highest by far—said 
“none,” while the next highest (13% of respondents) criticized the overcrowding and lack of 
facilities of school buildings (Cantril & Strunk, 1951; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Any responses on 
school discipline were too small to report.  
However, public opinion changed drastically in only a few short years. From 1969 to 
1988, respondents that were asked, “What do you think are the biggest problems with which the 
public schools of this community must deal?” listed discipline as the top answer in 16 out of the 
20 years, above drugs, integration, and other issues (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 32). By the early 
1980s, many schools around the country adopted what would later be called zero tolerance 
policies and the use of suspensions increased rapidly (Kafka, 2011; Skiba & Peterson, 1999). 
How did this abrupt shift occur, and how did the ideas and approaches of discipline evolve?  
 The change in public opinion coincided with the breakdown of Jim Crow laws, the rise of 
the Civil Rights movement for Black Americans, and movements to desegregate schools. Before 
the Supreme Court decided Brown v. Board of Education in 1954 and again in 1955, racially 
segregated schools were the norm nationwide (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). In urban areas, local 
policy makers opened Black schools in already segregated Black neighborhoods while refusing 
to fund transportation for students living outside of those neighborhoods (Rothstein, 2017). 
These tactics ensured that residential segregation would continue, which inevitably led to school 
segregation. By claiming that the “separate but equal” doctrine set forth in Plessy v. Ferguson in 
1896 was unconstitutional in educational settings, the Supreme Court in Brown v. Board ordered 
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states to desegregate their schools “with all deliberate speed” (Driver, 2018). This decision 
occurred in the same time period as renowned Civil Rights actions led by Black Americans, 
including the Montgomery Bus Boycotts in the mid-1950s, the Greensboro sit-ins and those that 
followed in the early 1960s, and the Selma Marches of 1965.  
White resistance to Black civil rights was clear in both the legislature and the streets. In 
the years after Brown, five southern states passed nearly 50 Jim Crow Laws and the Klu Klux 
Klan increased terrorist practices against Black citizens, including the specific targeting of 
leaders of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) 
(Alexander, 2010). Police violence also increased as the momentum of the Civil Rights 
movement rose:  
The Southern struggle had grown from a modest group of black students 
demonstrating peacefully at one lunch counter to the largest mass movement for 
racial reform and civil rights in the twentieth century. Between autumn 1961 and 
the spring of 1963, twenty thousand men, women, and children had been arrested. 
In 1963 alone, another fifteen thousand were imprisoned, and one thousand 
desegregation protests occurred across the region, in more than one hundred 
cities. (Alexander, 2010, p. 37).  
Uprisings were not limited to the South, as large-scale incidents squaring the police against 
Black citizens occurred in Los Angeles (1965), Detroit (1967), Milwaukee (1967), and many 
other cities.  
The resistance to civil rights that Black and Brown people experienced also existed in 
schools. White communities across the nation worked to ensure that the “deliberate speed” of 
desegregation ordered by Brown in the mid-1950s was slowed. Local districts and politicians 
rejected segregation in multiple ways, including sheer refusal to comply with federal directives, 
creating policies that allowed backdoor methods to continue segregation, and school choice 
through the creation of private schools, or “segregation academies” (Ravitch, 2010, p. 114). In 
some ways, the federal government aided in these efforts; for example, the IRS provided tax 
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exemptions to private White-only academies in the South (Rothstein, 2017). These efforts to 
maintain school segregation were highly successful. In 1964, a full decade after the first Brown 
decision, only one percent of Black students were attending a school with Whites in the South 
(Alexander, 2010).  
Nationally, as schools were becoming more overcrowded, unjustified concerns about 
juvenile delinquency led schools to create exclusionary disciplinary policies, or policies that 
punished students for misbehavior by removing them from the classroom (also called punitive 
discipline). Although concerns over juvenile delinquency in the 1950s were “undoubtedly 
exaggerated” (Gilbert, 1986, p. 71), in 1955 Congress introduced 200 bills related to juvenile 
delinquency (Kafka, 2011). The blame for juvenile delinquency tended to rest on minority 
students, either for contributing to the overcrowding issue or by racist notions of lower-class 
cultures affecting and influencing other students (Kafka, 2011).  
In the midst of concerns about juvenile delinquency and the rise of the civil rights 
movement, the role of discipline in education shifted. Whereas before the World Wars discipline 
was synonymous with education and part of the education mission, discipline in the 1950s and 
onward was seen as a necessity for other educational goals and missions to thrive. In many urban 
districts, school boards started to adopt standardized disciplinary policies and place disciplinary 
responsibilities away from classroom teachers. For example, in Los Angeles, teachers who 
supported this push argued that discipline “should be viewed as a specialized task enacted by 
other, noninstructional personnel” so that misbehaving students could get services “beyond the 
educational expertise of a regular classroom teacher” (Kafka, 2011, p. 55). Thus, teachers—the 
vast majority of whom were White—were rejecting the in loco parentis legal doctrine that claims 
that teachers act ‘in the place of the parent’ with students in their classrooms. Educators were 
23 
also abandoning notions that discipline was the most important part of a child’s education. As a 
result, the Los Angeles school board adopted one of the first centralized district policies on 
discipline in the county in 1959, and others soon followed (Kafka, 2011).  
 In Los Angeles, centralized policies for discipline did not result in exclusionary practices 
until minority students became involved in uprisings in the 1960s and 70s. The Watts uprising of 
1965, which occurred in a predominantly Black neighborhood after an incident of police 
brutality against Black community members, led to Black and Mexican American communities 
staging demonstrations against inequality in schools (García & Castro, 2011). In many 
incidences, school officials invited the police to manage demonstrations, which led to violence 
and arrests of students and community members (García & Castro, 2011; Kafka, 2011). 
Increasing unrest among students in the 1960s and impending court-ordered school 
desegregation led White community members, teachers, and principals to push the Los Angeles 
school board to adopt stricter disciplinary standards. In the 1970s, concern about student unrest 
from White educators turned from protests and activism to gang-related violence, crime, and 
drug use (Kafka, 2011). The Los Angeles school board eventually created a zero tolerance 
policy, or a policy that mandates specific punishments for certain offences (e.g., suspension and 
eventual expulsion for bringing a weapon to school), a full decade before the term zero tolerance 
would enter the educational vernacular (Skiba & Peterson, 1999). The Board also increased the 
number of school security and law enforcement officers in schools by a factor of ten, worsening 
already poor relationships between minority communities and the police (Kafka, 2011). 
 Other districts soon followed Los Angeles to adopt a zero tolerance policy in the 1970s 
(Kafka, 2011). After World War II, suspensions were extremely rare to non-existent. But in the 
1950s and 60s as the civil rights movement gained momentum and federal mandates were set to 
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desegregate schools. In response, White communities across the nation resisted by dodging 
desegregation efforts and pushing for disciplinary policies that would punish and remove 
students involved in uprisings, demonstrations, and gang-related activity. As I will show in the 
next section, suspensions would become a popular tool of exclusion by the early 1970s and they 
disproportionately affected Black and Brown students (Skiba & Peterson, 1999).  
Post 1960s: The Rise of Suspensions 
The use of suspensions in schools were considered rare in the 1950s (Kafka, 2011). By 
the 1970s, suspensions became a common tool in schools across the country (Losen, 2011). 
When the Office of Civil Rights (OCR, now under the Department of Education) first started 
collecting school suspension data in the 1972-73 school year, the figures were alarming to 
education activists (Edelman et al., 1975). The OCR found that 4.2% of students nationwide 
were suspended at least once during the 1972-73 school year, heavily skewed towards high-
schoolers (8.0%) compared to elementary and middle school students (0.9%). These figures 
differed substantially by state, with Rhode Island leading the nation in the percentage of students 
suspended (8.8%) and Nebraska only suspending 0.1% of its students. Nationwide, Black 
students (6.0% suspension rate) were far more likely to be suspended at least once than White 
students (3.1% suspension rate). In response to these figures, the Children’s Defense Fund 
claimed that “many suspensions were unnecessary, made no educational sense and disserved the 
interests of the children involved” (Edelman et al., 1975, pg. 6), mirroring the arguments made 
against suspension today. 
As suspensions became more common, legal challenges that centered around students’ 
rights also increased. One of the most important drivers of this increase was the United States 
Supreme Court decision in Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community in 1969 (Driver, 
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2018). In deciding that students could not be suspended for symbolic silent protest (in this case, 
wearing black armbands to protest the Vietnam War), the majority opinion famously declared 
that “it can hardly be argued that either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to 
freedom of speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate” (Tinker v. Des Moines, 1969). The 
revelation that students had some Constitutional rights in schools created an environment where 
cases that challenged school discipline policies and incidents were more likely to be heard. 
Between 1960 and 1967, an average of 3.5 discipline-related cases from K-12 public schools 
were filed at the appellate level per year. This number ballooned to an average of 39.1 cases a 
year between 1968 and 1975 (Arum & Preiss, 2009).  
While Tinker gave students First Amendment rights in schools, due process rights in the 
case of suspensions and expulsions were not given until the Goss v. Lopez decision six years 
later in 1975. The case came about when, in 1971, a Black student in Columbus was suspended 
for ten days for allegedly participating in a disruptive protest of the school’s decision to cancel 
an assembly honoring Black History Week (Driver, 2018). The student claimed that he was 
simply in the wrong place at the wrong time, but the school suspended him and others without 
any formal process and did not explain their rationale. In a contentious 5-4 decision, the United 
States Supreme Court gave students some due process rights, specifically demanding that 
schools must give “oral or written notice of the charges against [students], and if [the student] 
denies them, an explanation of the evidence the authorities have and an opportunity to present 
[their] side of the story” (Goss v. Lopez, 1975). As outlined by Driver (2018), the decision was 
important for at least three reasons. First, although many school districts around the country 
already followed the guidelines set by Goss, others did not, so the court set a minimum threshold 
of due process. Second, the case expanded on the Constitutional rights given to students which, 
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at the time, was limited to free speech from the Tinker decision. Finally, even though the Court’s 
majority opinion in Goss made no mention of the racial implications of either the original event 
or the decision, other organizations, such as the NAACP, noted the “racial dimensions” and 
connected the importance of the decision with racial disproportionalities in suspensions (Driver, 
2018, p. 157). The attention to racial disparities in exclusionary discipline (i.e., disciplinary 
action that removes students from the classroom) remained a staple in education discussions up 
to the present day. Further, some organizations, including the aforementioned Children’s 
Defense Fund, called for school leaders to decrease the use of suspensions in schools as a result 
of the Goss decision (Driver, 2018).    
Other scholars and commentators, including Harvard sociologist Nathan Glazer and 
lawyer Philip Howard, were extremely critical of the decision. They believed that the opinion 
had negative implications for education, including giving students too much freedom and 
hindering the ability of educators to maintain order in the classroom (Arum, 2003; Driver, 2018). 
Driver (2018) notes that many of these points are unfounded, as many educators, including the 
defendant in the case, reported that the decision in Goss did not significantly change existing 
school operations. Indeed, according to the OCR, suspension rates in schools after Goss 
increased substantially in the years that followed, as did the gap in suspension rates between 
Black and White students (see Figure 2.1). The rising suspension numbers over the following 
decades suggest that educators had the tools to enact suspensions despite the limits placed by 
Goss. Further, just two years after the Goss decision, the Supreme Court refused to find corporal 
punishment unconstitutional in Ingraham v. Wright.  
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Figure 2.1  
Suspension Rates by Race Over Time
 
Note. Figure sourced from Losen (2011, p. 4). 
 
 
In the decades after Goss, zero tolerance policies, or policies that mandate exclusionary 
punishment such as suspension or expulsion for certain offences, would rapidly spread in schools 
across the country. According to Skiba and Peterson (1999), the phrase “zero tolerance” in a 
policy context first came about in the 1980s, in relation to enforcement of federal drug policies. 
In 1981, as a result of a tragedy that killed 14 United States Navy personnel, President Ronald 
Reagan implemented a zero tolerance drug policy for all United States armed forces personnel 
after autopsies revealed that the deceased sailors had used marijuana (Skiba, 2014). Reagan 
would spread his zero tolerance rhetoric to federal drug policies and even tried to pass zero 
tolerance legislation for schools in 1986, but Congress defeated the bill (Skiba, 2014). Despite 
this failure, zero tolerance policies for schools were still instituted in state laws. As early as 
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1989, schools in California, Kentucky, and New York began using these policies and naming 
them zero tolerance “as a way of taking action against students who caused school disruption”, 
which included possession of drugs, gang-related activity, and simpler offenses like dress code 
violations (Skiba & Peterson, 1999, p. 373). According to Driver (2018), the Gun-Free School 
Zones Act (GFSZA) of 1994 marks the rise of zero tolerance policies in schools. This GFSZA 
allowed certain federal funds to go to a state so long as it adopted a policy that mandated a one-
year expulsion for students who brought guns to schools. The influence of the GFSZA on state 
zero tolerance policies was dramatic (Figure 2.2; Curran, 2016). In 1991, only California, 
Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, New Jersey, and Virginia had state-level zero tolerance laws 
(Curran, 2016). By 1994, around 90% of states had some form of zero tolerance laws on their 
books, a number that only increased over time.1 The most common form of zero tolerance laws is 
related to firearms, though some states had similar legislation related to drugs, assault, and other 
weapons (Figure 2.2). Districts and individual schools also started to adopt zero tolerance laws 
for infractions like fighting or verbal abuse. Following the adoption of zero tolerance laws, 
suspensions increased dramatically in some districts (Driver, 2018). For example, in the first 
three years of having zero tolerance policies, expulsions increased by a factor of ten in Chicago 
and by a factor of 16 in Massachusetts (Driver, 2018). Curran (2016) finds that state zero 
tolerance laws are responsible for an increase in district suspension rates by 0.5 percentage 
points, after controlling for state-by-state and year-by-year differences (i.e., using state and year 
 
1 There is some disagreement here between Curran (2016) and Driver (2018) on how many states adopted zero 
tolerance laws in the mid 1990s. Curran, who retrieved his data by searching for key terms through Westlaw (“I 
searched for statutes containing the terms school and expel or expulsion.” p. 652), found that just over 60% of states 
had zero tolerance laws that used the word “firearm”. Driver (2018) on the other hand claims that “all fifty states 
soon thereafter enacted” the policies required in the GFSZA of 1994 related to firearms. Driver’s statistics may have 
come from laws that used broader language (such as “weapon”). I cite the Curran statistic here as his methodology 
for how he got his data is clearer. The wider point, that zero tolerance policies proliferated at the state-level after 
GFSZA, remains the same regardless.   
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fixed effects). A recent study also from Curran (2019) found that policies that explicitly use the 
term ‘zero tolerance’ are rare across all levels of school governance, as policies are much more 
likely instead to reference mandatory expulsion procedures. Regardless of how schools, districts, 
and states label their policies, suspensions have increased significantly since the 1970s (Losen, 
2011).  
Figure 2.2  
State Adoption of Mandatory Expulsion Laws Over Time 
 





Suspensions and Disparities: Numbers and Research 
Descriptive Statistics on Suspensions 
The use of suspensions has increased substantially in the last decades of the twentieth 
century (Figure 2.1, above). The Office of Civil Rights reported that 4.2% of students from 
sampled school districts were suspended at least once in the 1972-1973 school year (Edelman et 
al., 1975). This number rose to 6.9% for the 2006-2007 school year, in part due to zero tolerance 
policies and schools increasingly using suspensions for lower-level infractions, including willful 
defiance and truancy (Anderson, 2018; Baker-Smith, 2018; Curran, 2016; Hashim et al., 2018; 
Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019). This increase was largely driven by suspensions of non-White 
students (Losen, 2011; Townsend, 2000). For example, 6% of Black students received at least 
one day of out-of-school suspension (OSS) in 1972-1973 (compared to 3% of White students) 
while 15% did so in 2006-2007 (compared to 5% of White students) (Losen, 2011; Figure 2.1). 
During the same time period, rates of Hispanic and Native American suspensions also increased 
much more than rates among White students (Losen, 2011). Disproportionalities also existed 
along gender and disability classifications. Male students are suspended more than female 
students, and disabled students are suspended more than students with no disability classification 
(Losen, 2011). Yet even these disparities can be distinguished by race. Black students with 
disabilities are suspended nearly two and a half times the rate of White students with disabilities. 
While White males in urban middle schools were suspended at over twice the rate of White 
female students in 2010 (10% and 3.9%, respectively), the suspension rate for White males was 
still almost half the suspension rate of Black females (18%). Meanwhile, a staggering 28.3% of 
Black males in urban middle schools were suspended at least once in 2010 (Losen, 2011).  
 Descriptive statistics on the use of suspensions at the state and district level mirror 
nationwide suspension disparities. In Louisiana, 46% of students in the public-school system are 
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Black and 64% are economically disadvantaged, but they account for 62% and 74% of all 
suspensions, respectively (Barrett et al., 2017). In Philadelphia’s public schools, 57% of students 
are Black and they account for 73% of all OSS suspensions. Similarly, males, who constitute 
51% of the student body, account for 63% of all OSS suspensions (Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019). In 
Texas, a study found that 75.1% of Black public-school students in the state received a 
disciplinary action (i.e., received an in-school suspension, received an out-of-school suspension, 
placed in an alternative school, or expelled at least once) between their 7th and 12th grade years, 
compared to 64.8% of Hispanic students and 46.9% of White students. The same study also 
found that nearly 74.6% of students who received special education services were suspended or 
expelled between 7th and 12th grade (Fabelo et al., 2011). In California, Black students were 
twice as likely to be suspended as White students, while Black students in Florida were over four 
times more likely to be suspended than White students (Rumberger & Losen, 2016). Examples of 
disparities are ubiquitous across the country.  
 More recently, in the 2013-14 school year suspension rates nationwide have declined to 
5.7% (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2018). Some advocates are crediting the decline 
to local, state, and national policies that have encouraged schools to limit the use of suspensions 
(Harper et al., 2019). Despite the decline, disparities still exist across racial, gender, and special 
education lines. While White students were suspended at a rate of 3.6% (5.2% for boys and 2.0% 
for girls) in the 2013-14 school year, Black students were suspended at a rate of 14.1% (18.0% 
for boys and 10.0% for girls) (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2018). In the same 
school year, students without disabilities were suspended at a rate of 4.8% while students with 
disabilities were suspended at a rate of 12.0%. (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2018). 
The number of suspensions nationwide in the 2015-16 school years led to over 11 million days 
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of lost instruction for suspended students (Losen & Whitaker, 2018). For every 100 students in 
the nation, 23 days of instruction were lost. Unsurprisingly, this figure changes by race (14 days 
lost for White students, 66 days lost for Black students) and disability status (20 days lost for 
students without disabilities, 44 days lost for students with disabilities) (Losen & Whitaker, 
2018; see Figure 2.3). Further, although suspension rates are declining nationally, eight states 
(Kansas, Hawaii, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nevada, South Carolina, West Virginia, and 
Wyoming) saw suspension rate increases between the 2011-12 and 2015-16 school years (Harper 
et al., 2019). In short, while there have been positive signs of suspensions decreasing across the 
country in the last decade, suspensions still impact a large number of students, especially Black 
students, male students, and students with disabilities.  
 
Figure 2.3  
Days of Lost Instruction per 100 Students by Race and Disability 
 
Note. Figure sourced from Losen & Whitaker (2018, p. 5) 
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The Impacts of Suspension 
 How do suspensions shape student outcomes and experiences? What are the drawbacks 
of suspensions on students? As suspensions inherently force students out of the classroom and a 
learning environment, research has generally found that suspensions decrease future engagement 
in the classroom and lower academic performance (Losen, 2011). Using data from an 
anonymous urban school district, Arcia (2006) matched suspended students with non-suspended 
students on grade, gender, race, socioeconomic status, and English language learner status and 
compared their reading achievement in pre-suspension and post-suspension periods. Those who 
were suspended had much lower reading achievement in the pre-period than the control group 
and also improved at a much lower rate. This analysis is limited, as a causal explanation is 
hindered by the lofty assumption that matching on a few observable characteristics also matches 
on unobservable ones (Murnane & Willett, 2010). In a meta-analysis—a type of design that 
combines results from multiple studies and standardizes them into a single effect size—
Noltmeyer et al. (2015) found a significant negative relationship between suspensions and test 
scores. Only twenty-four studies met the authors’ inclusion criteria, which included both 
published and unpublished works (e.g., dissertations) that lacked “egregious methodologic 
flaws” (p. 228).2  In the end, the authors found that both out-of-school and in-school suspensions 
were related to significantly lower academic achievement (effect sizes of -0.24 and -0.10, 
respectively) (Noltmeyer et al., 2015). As is common in school discipline studies, the authors 
caution readers against interpreting their results as definitively causal while noting that “the 
meta-analytic techniques used provide an evidentiary base for reconsidering schools’ reliance on 
suspension as a means for addressing misbehavior” (p. 234). If suspensions are levied 
 
2 The authors do not expand on the exact criteria used to eliminate studies based on methodological grounds, though 
they do cite Lipsey and Wilson (2001) as the source for their eligibility criteria.  
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disproportionately on Black students and are associated with lower academic achievement, it 
stands to reason that suspensions may contribute to the test score gap between Black and White 
students. Morris and Perry (2016) analyzed this question through longitudinal data that included 
student-level information on disciplinary records and test scores. Using multilevel modeling 
techniques, they determined that suspensions account for one-fifth of the difference in Black-
White performance on standardized tests. Finally, a study from Lacoe and Steinberg (2019) used 
instrumental variables to analyze suspension data in the School District of Philadelphia and 
revealed three key findings. First, suspensions for both violent and non-violent offenses decrease 
academic achievement of suspended students. Second, students who are suspended at least once 
for lower-level infractions are significantly more likely to receive another suspension in the 
following year than students who were not suspended. Third, peers of students who are 
suspended for violent offences also experience declines in academic achievement. The study, 
which uses more robust quantitative measures than previous studies analyzing the same topic, 
comes to a familiar conclusion: suspensions have negative effects on academic outcomes for 
students.  
 Researchers have also analyzed the effect of suspensions on student outcomes beyond 
test scores. Nearly two decades ago, researchers theorized that the use of suspensions and zero 
tolerance policies created what is called a school to prison pipeline, which argues that there is a 
connection between racial disparities seen in school discipline and the criminal justice system 
(Wald & Losen, 2003). In a review that discusses the negative implications of zero tolerance 
policies, the American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force highlighted the 
descriptive connection found by scholars between the criminal justice and public-school systems 
and called for further empirical research (American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance 
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Task Force, 2008). This research arrived in 2011 with a state-wide population study using school 
and juvenile justice data in Texas (Fabelo et al., 2011). The study found that 15% of Texas 
students “had contact” with the juvenile justice system, which included instances of appearing in 
police paperwork that created a record for the student, accessible by law enforcement (Fabelo et 
al., 2001, p. 61).3 Similar to data on suspensions, these students were disproportionately Black or 
Hispanic, male, and disabled (e.g., 25.6% of Black male students had juvenile justice contact 
compared to 13.9% of White male students). Further, students who received only one 
exclusionary discipline consequence from a discretionary violation (i.e., an action that schools 
were not mandated to use suspension or expulsion) were 2.85 times more likely to have contact 
with the juvenile justice system compared to students that were not suspended; this likelihood 
increased with each successive disciplinary action received. Students who received 11 or more 
disciplinary actions from a discretionary violation—representing 15.2% of all students and 
25.7% of Black students in the sample—had a 17.3% chance of a juvenile justice contact. The 
study advanced the descriptive connection of the school to prison pipeline, though the authors 
were unable to determine whether specific incidences at school led to referrals in the juvenile 
justice system.  
 The study from Fabelo et al. (2011) also found that receiving exclusionary discipline 
consequences when these consequences weren’t mandated by state law or local policy predicted 
both dropout and retention rates. Specifically, students with at least one disciplinary action had a 
10% likelihood of dropping out and a 31% likelihood of being retained in a grade for one year 
(compared to 2% and 5%, respectively, for students with no disciplinary actions). Noltmeyer et 
 
3 The authors note that not all student interactions with law enforcement are recorded in the data used in the study. 
For example, police may arrest, detain, and write misdemeanor tickets to students and not notify the Texas Juvenile 
Probation Commission, the source of the authors’ data.  
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al. (2015) also found in their meta-analysis that suspensions were positively associated with 
dropouts. Rumberger and Losen (2016) took this question forward by analyzing a national 
dataset to determine whether suspensions increased the likelihood of dropping out of school and 
the social costs associated with these dropouts. After adjusting for student-level covariates, the 
authors found that receiving at least one suspension increased the chances of not graduating from 
high school by 12 percentage points. The authors predicted the economic social costs of dropouts 
by using an economic model created by Belfield (2014), which factors in lost income, tax 
revenue, and government spending on social services and the criminal justice system. They 
found that “suspensions impose large fiscal costs and that reducing suspension rates would reap 
substantial savings for taxpayers” (p. 22). Specifically, annual nationwide suspensions in the 10th 
grade accounted for more than 67,000 dropouts and produced social costs to the nation of an 
estimated $35.7 billion.  
 To summarize, research has shown that suspensions are not associated with positive 
outcomes for students. Suspended students are disproportionately students of color, male, 
economically disadvantaged, and require special education services (Fabelo, et al. 2011). 
Suspensions are a poor deterrent as suspended students are more likely to get suspended in later 
years (Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019; Losen, 2011). Suspensions are linked to lower academic 
achievement for both the suspended students and their peers (Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019), higher 
dropout rates (Rumberger & Losen, 2016), and increased contact with the juvenile justice system 
(Fabelo et al., 2011).  
Explaining Racial Disparities in Suspension Use 
Why are Black students experiencing higher suspension rates than White students? 
Research that has analyzed the cause for racial disparities in suspensions has consistently 
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rejected the idea that differences in child behavior are the primary factor. In trying to explain 
disparities, the aforementioned study from Fabelo et al. (2011) focused on all middle and high 
school students in Texas during the 2000s and controlled for several student and school 
characteristics in their multivariate regression analyses, including student attendance rate, 
pregnancy, immigration status, the percentage of teachers and students that share the students’ 
race, teacher salary and experience, test scores, and much more. The authors analyzed whether 
patterns of disparities differed if students committed a discretionary action (i.e., an action that 
school staff had discretion in applying disciplinary consequences, including possessing tobacco 
products, truancy, and others) or an action requiring mandatory removal (e.g., firearm use, 
aggravated assault, and sexual assault). After accounting for their robust set of control variables, 
they found that Black students were significantly more likely to receive suspensions overall than 
White students, even though White students were more likely to commit more serious offenses 
that mandated suspension or expulsion (Fabelo et al., 2011). Specifically, after controlling for 
other student characteristics, the authors found that Black students were 31.1% more likely to be 
suspended for discretionary actions than White students, but 23.3% less likely to commit serious 
offenses where suspensions or expulsions were mandated (Fabelo et al., 2011). If misbehavior of 
Black students is a driving factor of disproportionalities in suspensions, one would expect Black 
students are more likely to commit the most serious infractions. Yet the evidence from Texas 
does not support this narrative and instead suggests that other mechanisms drive racial disparities 
in suspensions.  
Other studies have also used a regression framework to analyze whether student behavior 
can explain disparities in suspensions. From a dataset of over 400 schools across the country, 
Skiba et al. (2011) found that both Black and Latinx students were more likely to receive out-of-
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school suspension or expulsion for ‘disruption’ than White students. Around the time of the 
publication of this work, Losen (2011) stated that “research on student behavior, race, and 
discipline has found no evidence that African American over-representation in school suspension 
is due to higher rates of misbehavior” (p. 6).4 More recent studies have also supported the idea 
that differences in behavior do not drive racial disparities in suspensions. State-wide data from 
Arkansas (Ritter & Anderson, 2018) and Louisiana (Barrett et al., 2017) also found that Black 
students are more likely to be suspended than White students when committing either a 
nonviolent or violent infraction. In the latter of these two states, Barrett et al. (2017) found that 
when Black students and White students fight each other, Black students receive longer 
suspensions than White students, even after controlling for previous disciplinary incidences and 
other student characteristics. While the above studies have focused on racial disparities in 
suspensions, other research has similar findings regarding disparities based on socio-economic 
status, gender, and special education status, though racial disparities remain greatest in 
magnitude (Fabelo et al., 2011; Skiba et al., 2014). The regression-based research still has 
limitations, including not being able to measure all student-level characteristics that may account 
for disparities and bias results, or observing actual behavior instead of the reported behavior. Yet 
despite these limitations, the consensus over the past decade is powerful evidence against the 
link between behavior and disparities in suspensions.    
As some scholars were finding that student behavior was not driving disparities in 
discipline usage, others were analyzing separate potential mechanisms, including differences in 
demographics between schools and the differences in educator responses to students of different 
races. Some of the discussion surrounding disparate impacts of discipline hinge on whether the 
 
4 See Bradshaw et al., 2010; Kelly, 2010; McCarthy & Hoge, 1987; McFadden et al., 1992; and Skiba et al., 2002, 
for earlier research cited by Losen (2011) on this topic.  
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phenomenon is driven by differences in suspensions between or within schools. As Barrett et al. 
(2017) describe, within school differences suggest that teachers and educators are practicing 
“intentional discrimination” against students in a school, while between school differences imply 
that a policy remedy exists on the school level (p. 3). The between-school discussion has merit, 
given that research has found that suspensions and zero tolerance policies are more common in 
urban schools and schools with greater proportions of minority and economically disadvantaged 
students (Noltmeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010). Further, Ritter and Anderson (2018) find that 
disparities in Arkansas are driven by differences across school districts—the clear implication 
being that policy makers should target specific school districts for disciplinary reforms. 
However, other evidence shows that between-school differences do not fully account for 
suspension disparities. In Louisiana, disparate use of suspensions occurs across districts, across 
schools, and within schools (Barrett et al., 2017). Skiba et al. (2014) found that a principal’s 
disposition towards discipline was a significant predictor of school-level racial disparities in 
suspension use. Taken together, these results suggest that targeted approaches to reform policies 
at districts with the highest disparities may be helpful, but policies that target the actions of 
educators themselves and the institutional racism that surrounds them are likely necessary to 
substantially reduce disparities.  
Quantitative-based research provides clues to what is and is not associated with 
disproportionalities in suspensions, but still lacks information about the mechanisms. Although 
Barrett et al. (2017) claim that evidence of discrimination by educators “remains elusive” due to 
lack of research, other researchers have used data from observations and interviews to provide 
insight on the mechanisms that drive disproportionalities (p. 3). In her ethnographic study in an 
urban elementary school, Ferguson (2000) finds that discipline was used to maintain and 
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exacerbate social order as White teachers equate Blackness with negative stereotypes related to 
misbehavior. If Black male students amplify their Blackness, says Ferguson, they are much more 
likely to receive unequal treatment and punishment from a school system rife with institutional 
racism, contributing to disparities in discipline. Ferguson centers her findings on two theories: 
radical schooling theory from Bourdieu and disciplinary power from Foucault. The former 
theory “assumes that educational institutions are organized around and reflect the interests of 
dominant groups in the society; that the function of school is to reproduce the current inequities 
of the social, political, and economic system” (Ferguson, 2000, p. 50).  Related to discipline, the 
mannerisms, language, and gestures of Black students may not conform to White notions of 
appropriateness in school, and thus educational institutions problematize Black existence. 
Foucault’s theory of disciplinary power generally states that societal use of discipline is used to 
normalize hierarchies and classifications of individuals as ‘good’ and bad’ depending on whether 
they conform to institutional norms, instead of as a means to reform or deter misbehavior. 
Writing nearly two decades after Ferguson (2000), Diamond and Lewis (2019) came to 
similar conclusions after interviewing 171 students, parents, teachers, and administrators at a 
racially mixed suburban high school. The authors conceptualized discipline as an institutional 
routine that consists of three stages: discipline selection (being called out for wrongdoing), 
discipline process (deciding consequences for an infraction), and discipline enforcement 
(challenging or experiencing consequences). After analyzing the emerging themes in their 
interview transcripts, they found that students of color were discriminated against in every stage. 
School rules—written as neutral and equally applicable to all students—were differentially 
applied to students based on race and class. Black students were routinely stopped in hallways 
and checked for infractions while White students were not, and teacher beliefs of racial 
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stereotypes shaped their interactions with students of color (discipline selection). These and other 
acts of discrimination were known to Black and White students alike, the former of which 
expected confrontation from school officials at every turn while the latter understood how they 
were likely to get away with committing infractions—either because they were rarely checked 
for misbehavior or because schools were worried about confronting the social and financial 
capital of wealthy, White students and their families if they push backed against punishment. 
When Black students were disciplined, they were more likely to receive harsher consequences 
than White students, both because of the initial consequences decided by educators (discipline 
process) and because White students and their families would yield social capital to lessen 
punishment (discipline enforcement). This organizational racial discrimination in discipline does 
not rely on hatred and explicit racism of individual educators, so say the authors. Instead, 
“widespread cultural beliefs and pervasive racial stereotypes about all groups penetrate deeply 
into school buildings and shape interactions,” leading to viewing whiteness as good and innocent 
and Blackness as bad and hostile (p. 21). Both Ferguson (2000) and Diamond and Lewis (2019) 
concluded that reforming exclusionary practices in schools is a worthy reform, but, as Ferguson 
writes, “minor inputs, temporary interventions, individual prescriptions into schools are vastly 
inadequate to remedy an institution that is fundamentally flawed” and whose goals tend to 
prioritize creating a citizenry that obeys instead of challenges dominant ideologies (p. 234). 
Diamond and Lewis (2019) call on schools to replace existing disciplinary structures with those 
that emphasize student belonging, a philosophy that is often connected with restorative justice 
practices.  
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Significance of the Current Study: Suspension Use and Disproportionalities  
 Punishment of students to instill order in the classroom has long been a staple of 
discipline in American education (Kaestle, 1983; Kafka, 2011). In more recent decades, 
discipline has evolved and, with the help of zero tolerance laws and policies, the use of 
suspensions has dramatically increased, especially for Black students (Curran, 2016; Losen, 
2011). Due to increasing attention to the use of suspensions and the alarming 
disproportionalities, President Obama’s Department of Education and Department of Justice 
released guidelines in 2014 that addressed how schools could improve school climate and 
discipline. The memo encouraged schools to seek alternatives to suspensions, including 
restorative practices, and praised schools trying to “reduce misbehavior and maintain a safe 
learning environment” (U.S. Department of Education, 2014, para. 2). However, on December 
21, 2018, the Departments of Justice and Education released a joint statement that rescinded 
these guidelines under Obama’s successor (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). The 
rescindment came at the behest of a recommendation from the Federal Commission on School 
Safety, which was led by Secretary of Education DeVos established by President Trump after the 
2018 mass school shooting in Parkland, Florida (Kamenetz, 2018).  
 The decision by DeVos continued a national debate over the best way to approach 
discipline in schools. Scholars have long argued that suspensions and other forms of 
exclusionary discipline are harmful to students (e.g., American Psychological Association Zero 
Tolerance Task Force, 2008; Losen, 2011); however, other scholars, educators, and political 
commentators claim that punitive discipline like suspensions is necessary to maintain order by 
deterring poor behavior and holding students accountable for their actions (Arum 2003; Eden, 
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2019; Watanabe & Blume, 2015). According to these arguments, alternative approaches to 
exclusionary discipline, like restorative justice, harm students and teachers alike.  
 My study, which will analyze the adoption of restorative practices in a no-excuses 
setting, sits at the center of the debate over disciplinary techniques at schools. The concerns over 
the use of suspensions and their disparate impacts on student subgroups over the past two 
decades have led educators to seek alternative ways to approach discipline in their schools. One 
of these alternatives that was referred to by the Obama administration is restorative justice 
practices. The results of my study will reveal whether restorative justice practices have any 
notable impacts on suspension use in the study’s setting. Specifically, the quantitative results will 
speak to those who believe suspensions are harmful by revealing whether the restorative 
practices decreased suspensions and disproportionalities.  
 The next section focuses on restorative justice in education, including its history, core 
tenants and theory, and the nascent research on its uses in American schools.  
Restorative Justice in Education 
Restorative justice in education (also called restorative interventions, practices, 
interventions, approaches, etc.) is a philosophy of school culture and discipline that focuses on 
building relationships between individuals in a community and repairing them when needed 
(Costello et al., 2010). The philosophy has existed in American schools for over two decades 
(Karp & Breslin, 2001), and its presence has increased substantially over the past few years as 
research and policy makers alike have encouraged schools to adopt them in order to counter the 
negative impacts of exclusionary discipline (American Psychological Association Zero 
Tolerance Task Force, 2008; U.S. Department of Education, 2014). The spread of restorative 
justice has even arrived at some no-excuses schools which have traditionally espoused a punitive 
and exclusionary form of discipline (Schwartz, 2017). What exactly are restorative justice 
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practices, what are they based on, and how has recent research described their use in schools and 
its effects on students?   
Restorative justice in education has developed from a long history of restorative justice 
initiatives “that extend centuries back to indigenous peoples in every continent who felt 
collectively responsible for building and repairing the community” (Wadhwa, 2016, p. 10). Due 
to its widespread use in Indigenous communities across the globe, there is no single unifying 
theory of restorative justice methods as a form of conflict resolution (or its application in 
schools). One common theory that is often used by researchers to introduce restorative justice in 
criminology settings is Braithwaite’s concept of reintegrative shaming (Anyon et al., 2016; 
Braithwaite, 1999; Cowie, 2013; Fronius et al., 2016). This type of shaming is different from 
punitive shaming traditionally found in the criminal justice system because “it is not the shame 
of police or judges or newspapers that is most able to get through to us; it is shame in the eyes of 
those we respect and trust” in the community (Braithwaite, 1999, p. 40). According to Howard 
Zehr, a leader of the modern conception of restorative justice in criminology, restorative justice 
hinges on three pillars: harm, obligations, and engagement (Zehr, 2015). First, restorative justice 
focuses on the harm done to victims and the greater community and centers this harm when 
working towards healing and moving forward. Second, restorative justice requires obligations of 
all members of the community. For an offender that has caused harm, it holds them accountable 
for repairing this harm to the victim instead of merely punishing them for the harm. Finally, 
restorative justice necessitates the engagement of community stakeholders surrounding a specific 
incident in order to repair harm within a community (Zehr, 2015).5  
 
5 The use of the word “community” and how it is defined is a controversial topic among criminologists who study 
restorative justice (Zehr, 2015). For the purposes of this piece, I ignore the discussions surrounding what community 
means and who are involved, instead focusing on specific challenges related to implementing restorative justice in 
schools.  
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These pillars of restorative justice in a criminological context translate well to how 
restorative justice works in schools. Schools using restorative justice practices seek to repair 
harm caused by a student offender through conversations rather than merely punishing the 
student for their action (Karp & Breslin, 2001). Restorative conversations in schools typically 
include multiple members of the community, including the offender, the victim, and other people 
affected by an incident to ensure that different members of the community are involved and 
engaged (Costello et al., 2010). Despite these similarities, there is no standard definition of 
restorative justice nor procedure for implementing them in schools (Fronius et al., 2015); as a 
result, the day-to-day activities of schools that claim to use restorative justice can vary 
substantially.  
The International Institute for Restorative Practices (IIRP) describes restorative justice in 
education (or as the IIRP refers to it, restorative practices) as more than just a system to address 
disciplinary infractions from students (though, as I describe later in this chapter, their conceptual 
framework of restorative justice is still grounded in disciplinary terminology). Instead, they 
encourage schools to conceptualize restorative justice as an approach that is embedded in every 
interaction between and among students and staff in order to create a school community that 
relies on strong relationships between the individuals who comprise it (Costello et al., 2010). 
One key component of restorative justice is the circle: a conversation mechanism where students 
and teachers sit in a circle and talk as equals. There are two primary types of circles: talking 
circles (proactive), where students and staff check-in with one another and learn more about each 
other disconnected from any specific incident, and healing circles (reactionary), where students 
and staff address a specific incident that brought harm to the community (Costello et al., 2010; 




intimate and only include those students and staff most involved in a specific incident. In the 
healing circles, also referred to as restorative conversations, school administrators or teachers 
facilitate discussions between students who were involved in some disciplinary issue along with 
whoever was affected by their actions, be it students or other staff members. The questions from 
these conversations are generally scripted and include questions about why the incident occurred, 
how different people were affected, and what needs to happen next to make it right (Costello et 
al., 2009; Costello et al., 2010). In theory, through these conversations, all people involved can 
collaboratively determine a logical consequence while restoring the relationship between the 
disciplined student and the community and repairing harm to the victim. All three stages of 
discipline as characterized by Diamond and Lewis (2019)—discipline selection, process, and 
enforcement—are conducted by the school community and require student voice and agency. 
  
Restorative Questions from the IIRP 
 
When Challenging Behavior 
What happened? 
What were you thinking of at the time? 
What have you thought about since? 
Who has been affected by what you have done?  
In what way have they been affected? 
What do you think you need to do to make things right? 
 
To Help Those Affected 
What did you think when you realized what had happened? 
What impact has this incident had on you and others? 
What has been the hardest thing for you? 
What do you think needs to happen to make things right? 
 
Costello et al., 2009, p. 16 
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Figure 2.4  
The Restorative Discipline Feedback Loop 
 
Note. Figure sourced from Wadhwa (2016, pg. 48) 
 
 
In some schools, restorative justice can be viewed as a direct replacement for punitive 
disciplinary policies and may not have the same emphasis on building relationships as described 
by the IIRP and other scholars. For example, the settings described in research by Wadhwa 
(2016) and Anyon et al. (2016) in Boston and Denver, respectively, represent dramatic 
differences between school settings that claim to use restorative justice. Schools in Wadhwa’s 
setting implemented a more holistic version of restorative justice that attempted to change the 
school culture broadly with both healing and talking circles. The model of discipline used by 
staff in Wadhwa’s Boston setting, what she calls the Restorative Discipline Feedback Loop, 
demonstrates the school’s commitment to using restorative practices on a daily basis and not just 
in response to discipline (Figure 2.4). The three parts of the loop, talking circles, healing circles, 
and following up on agreements, help to maintain confidence and foundations of the school’s 
climate. For example, in this model, staff used experiences in talking circles to build the 
necessary integrity for healing circles to work. Wadhwa quoted one staff member as saying, “if 
you’re just doing [restorative justice] for discipline, then you’re not really building the kind of 
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bonds and connections that you need to” (Wadhwa, 2016, p. 48). Likewise, staff tried to make 
sure to follow up on consequences and agreements made from healing circles to increase trust 
and buy-in for the process, which in turn would help facilitate the success of talking circles. At 
any one time during the school year, all three parts of the loop could be occurring simultaneously 
throughout the school and each component helped ensure that the other two functioned as 
desired. 
In Denver Public Schools, however, restorative justice practices were far less a staple of 
the school climate and treated more as one of several options that staff and students could 
experience when reacting to a disciplinary incident. Anyon et al. (2016) reported that though 
staff were encouraged to attend, participation in training for restorative justice was completely 
optional. Talking circles were not formally used or encouraged in this setting, it seems, as 
restorative justice was used as a reactionary measure to approach discipline and only when 
teachers and administrators opted-in to training. Yet even if a trained teacher or administrator 
wanted to conduct restorative justice practices to address a disciplinary incident, the student 
could choose to opt-out of the process and instead receive a different consequence that did not 
involve conversing with other people (Anyon et al., 2016). When Anyon et al. found positive 
effects of restorative justice (described below), they were comparing students who went through 
the restorative process and students who did not within the same schools. Indeed, the authors 
report that the use of restorative justice as a percentage of total infractions at the school differed 
substantially between schools at Denver Public Schools. Some schools refrained from ever using 
restorative justice, while other campuses used restorative justice practices to address 75% of all 
infractions. This means that while there were positive effects of restorative justice, not all 
students across the district experienced them.  
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The different conceptions of restorative justice—as a means to build relationships in the 
Boston schools studied by Wadhwa and as a means to deal with discipline in the Denver schools 
studied by Anyon et al.—demonstrate both the varied approaches to using restorative justice and 
the difficulty in referring to the program as a single homogenous initiative. Yet just as education 
scholars have analyzed the effectiveness of charter schools as a whole, even though charter 
schools can vary on multiple dimensions from school to school (Vergari, 2009), so have scholars 
looked at outcomes and experiences of students and staff in schools that use restorative justice 
practices.   
Restorative Justice in Education Theory 
As previously discussed, there is no single, unified theory or definition for restorative 
justice in schools. Several articles and series of books have been written on theories about how 
and why restorative justice practices work in schools (e.g., Boyes-Watson & Pranis, 2015; Davis, 
2019; Evans & Vaandering, 2016; Gregory et al., 2020; Hopkins, 2016; Sellman et al., 2014; 
Winn, 2018). Among them, some ideas have gained more traction and influence than others. One 
such conceptualization of restorative justice comes from the IIRP, an organization based in the 
United States that spreads the use of restorative justice through graduate education, professional 
development, conferences, and more. Schools from around the world use materials and training 
from IIRP, including NECSN. Through their programming, the IIRP have “trained and 
influenced many people worldwide in the principles and practices of [restorative justice] for 
schools” (Vaandering, 2013). Training materials from the IIRP (e.g., Costello et al., 2010) focus 
less on theoretical underpinning of restorative justice practices and more on best practices in the 
classroom.  
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The brief theoretical discussions embedded in IIRP materials borrow heavily from 
psychological theory of affect and shame from Nathanson (1992). Specifically, IIRP leaders 
believe that restorative approaches build strong communities because they allow participants to 
share deep intense emotions with each other. Negative effects, including shame and humiliation, 
can be used in restorative interventions in constructive ways to move participants into more 
positive emotions like excitement and joy (Costello et al., 2010). The conceptual theory 
developed by IIRP, named the Social Discipline Window (Figure 2.5), attaches the psychological 
theory of affect to hierarchies of control: 
A basic premise of restorative practices is that people (students, teachers and 
staff) are happier and more likely to make changes when those in authority 
(teachers, staff and administrators) do things with them, rather than to them or for 
them. The Social Discipline Window is a graphic that illustrates this premise and 
shows how restorative practices differs from other modes of discipline. (Costello 
et al., 2010, pp. 7-8) 
While the IIRP notes the psychological benefits of community and relationship, their conceptual 
model of restorative practices still centers restorative justice as a disciplinary method to ensure 
compliance of students. 
The Social Discipline Window is a two-by-two matrix, with the y-axis representing 
control (i.e., how much accountability teachers set for students) and the x-axis representing 
support (i.e., how much teachers show concern, care, and nurturement towards students). Schools 
that do NOT address offending behavior (low control) while also providing little support are seen 
as neglectful. Schools that do things FOR offending students by providing support but no 
accountability (low control) are seen as permissive. Schools that address harms by doing things 
TO students, such as assigning an exclusionary consequence (high control), but fail to provide 
any support to the student are labelled as punitive. Finally, schools that both hold students 
accountable for their actions (high control), and provide supports to them and work WITH them 
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in restoring harm (high support) are labelled as restorative. The framework attempts to 
demonstrate how, in a restorative justice paradigm, restoring harm in a community is a 
collaborative exercise that involves an offender, who is held accountable for their actions, and a 
school staff that’s always willing to “affirm the intrinsic worth of the offender” through respect 
and a belief that they can improve (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2).  
 
Figure 2.5  
Social Discipline Window Developed by IIRP 
 
Note. Sourced from McCold & Wachtel (2003). 
 
While the Social Discipline Window continues to be used in IIRP training materials 
today (Costello et al., 2009; Costello et al., 2010), other scholars have criticized the framework 
for focusing too much on student behavior instead of community relationships. Vaandering 
(2013) found merit in the intention of the Social Discipline Window to demonstrate that showing 
support to students can lead to a healthier learning environment. She had multiple critiques of the 
theory, however, and found that its use may contribute to inconsistent implementation among 
schools trying to implement restorative justice.  
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Using a critical perspective, Vaandering first noted that the IIRP framework borrows 
heavily from a conceptual theory developed by Glaser (1964) used to describe best practices for 
parole officers. Thus, the model’s foundations are built, she argued, on an understanding of 
control, surveillance, and punishment that is not aligned with principles of restorative justice, 
specifically human relationships and worth. The language used by McCold and Wachtel (2003) 
in describing the framework further demonstrates a lack of cohesion with principles of 
restorative justice, especially as one of the axes is labelled as “control”. Other phrases used to 
describe the IIRP framework, including authority, regulation of behavior, maintaining social 
order, enforcement of behavioral standards, and social control, suggest that restorative justice’s 
goals are rooted in behavioral control. In Vaandering’s (2013) own words, “The WITH quadrant 
of the Window created through the use of high support and high control provided by the adult is 
nothing more than another explicit mechanism for controlling or manipulating behavior” (p. 
322). In practice, Vaandering found that such language allows teachers to feel justified in 
switching between boxes in the Social Discipline Window if ideal behavior is not met. Indeed, 
Vaandering, who was trained as an educator with the IIRP framework before entering graduate 
studies, noted that she and her colleagues often justified moving from the “with” square to the 
“to” square under difficult circumstances while still believing they were working within a 
restorative justice framework. Such a belief that focuses on order and discipline more than 
relationships inherently serves the needs of the adults in the school over the students, a dynamic 
not unlike traditional exclusionary practices.  
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Figure 2.6  
Relationship Window 
 
Note. Sourced from Vaandering (2013). 
 
Vaandering (2013) proposed a revised conceptual framework, named the Relationship 
Window, that mirrors the format of McCold and Wachtel’s Social Discipline Window but 
focuses more on what she calls ideal restorative justice practices (Figure 2.6). The x-axis of the 
Relationship Window measures how much support the community shows for being human while 
the y-axis measures the expectations (including accountability) community members have for 
one another to be human. If people are not supported and have no expectations for being human, 
they are treated as dirt, or objects to be ignored and NOT cared for. Those with high support 
from others but low expectations are treated as stuffed toys, objects of need where other 
community members do things FOR them for self-benefit. People given high expectations and 
accountability but low support have things done TO them in an effort to control, and thus treated 
as machines. Finally, in the ideal square, those who are given both high expectations and high 
support are treated as subjects to be honored and worked WITH their humanity. There are two 
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primary advantages to this reformed model according to Vaandering. First, the Relationship 
Window is more aligned to restorative justice principles by clearly prioritizing relationships 
between people rather than how one maintains order and control. Second, in the revised version 
of the window, switching from the restorative corner to another square is less easily justified—it 
is easier to use punitive measures if the ultimate goal is to maintain control and authority but not 
so if the goal is to honor each other’s humanity.  
 Vaandering focused more on the theory behind restorative justice in her article than best 
practices, and other scholars have suggested that best practices of restorative justice are highly 
dependent on a setting’s context. For example, Llewellyn and Llewellyn (2015) made similar 
claims as Vaandering’s about the importance of relationships in restorative justice while also 
noting that the specific context of school settings can change what restorative justice looks like 
on a day-to-day basis. Indeed, the authors stated that a restorative approach “cannot be achieved 
by ‘training’ models of education”, specifically mentioning IIRP (Llewellyn & Llewellyn, 2015, 
p. 19). Instead of focusing on best practices, the authors believed that restorative justice 
principles can result in different practices: 
The only standard answer one can offer from a restorative approach as to what is 
required in practice is "it depends.” It depends on the relationships at stake and on 
the context. Thus, 'it depends' does not mean we cannot know that upon which it 
depends. Indeed, a starting point for implementing a restorative approach is to be 
attuned to the principles that emerge from its relational grounding. (p. 19) 
These principles included relationality (learning should prioritize the relationships between and 
among people, building and learning from connections), contextualism (a full inclusion of 
participants in a learning environment, including giving students voice, agency, and the ability to 
use their knowledge to change minds and break down barriers), dialogism (comprehensive and 
holistic communication that focuses on the meaning of verbal and non-verbal communication 
instead of the specific words or routines), and future-orientation (collective action working 
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towards removing oppressive structures for the community). The authors also believed that an 
adherence to restorative justice involves every aspect of the schooling context, including 
curriculum and pedagogy. Standardized testing is particularly criticized for not providing 
students any agency in enjoying or using their learning. 
A lack of a common definition or unifying theory of restorative justice or its application 
in schools has led researchers, practitioners, and policy makers to apply the label of restorative 
justice (or restorative practices, interventions, approaches, etc.) to programs and policies that can 
vary significantly in both procedures and principles. In my work reading over theoretical and 
practical discussions of restorative justice practices in schools, I find key principles of restorative 
justice that scholars have used to describe how restorative justice should operate in schools 
(Boyes-Watson & Pranis, 2015; Davis, 2019; Evans & Vaandering, 2016; Llewellyn & 
Llewellyn, 2015; Vaandering, 2013; Winn, 2018). Specifically, three key principles routinely 
appeared in the literature I read. First, restorative justice should work less as an alternative to 
disciplinary procedures and more as a paradigm shift in how teachers and students view 
relationships, the school community, and repairing harm. As Llewellyn and Llewellyn stated, 
“disciplinary issues are not the core of this approach. A restorative approach is attentive to the 
promotion and protection of positive relationships within a learning community. The core of this 
approach is relationality” (p. 11). Restorative approaches solely used to react to a disciplinary 
incident demonstrates to students and staff that relationships and providing students agency are 
only essential in an effort to maintain control (Evans & Vaandering, 2016). Second, at no point 
are punitive measures of discipline acceptable in a community that uses restorative justice 
practices. Upholding the “bottom line” or ensuring student compliance without giving them 
agency sends the message to students that control is more important than their humanity. It’s 
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possible within a restorative framework for a student to be sent home as a consequence for an 
action—but only if the community as a whole believes that a student staying away from school 
for a certain amount of time will be helpful in repairing harm and restoring relationships. 
Suspending students as a punitive measure—strictly to punish the student for their wrongdoing—
is incompatible with restorative theory. This principle can be very difficult to uphold in contexts 
where teachers and administrators are still held accountable to conceptions of justice that 
prioritize classroom management, control, on-task behavior, and behavior management where 
immediate consequences for actions are often seen as justifiable and necessary (Evans & 
Vaandering, 2016; Karp & Breslin, 2001; McCluskey et al., 2008; Vaandering, 2013; Wadhwa, 
2015). Finally, schools committed to restorative justice should directly and honestly address the 
historic and current implications of institutional racism in schools and society. As Davis (2019) 
wrote, “we need adults at schools and throughout districts to be high implementers of both 
restorative justice and racial justice” (p. 55). This principle suggests that racial equity in schools 
conducting restorative justice should be central to both teacher training and student curriculum 
(Llewellyn & Llewellyn, 2015; Winn, 2018).  
Research on Restorative Justice in Education 
Quantitative research on restorative justice is still in its infancy and has largely focused 
on the relationship between implementing restorative justice and the use of suspensions. Using 
descriptive data from Denver Public Schools, Gonzalez (2015) found that suspensions decreased 
substantially in some schools, driven by decreases in racial disparities in suspensions between 
Black/Latinx students and White students. Specifically, after seven years of using restorative 
justice, the suspension gap between Black and White students decreased from 11.7 percentage 
points to 8.1 percentage points. Anyon et al. (2016) also drew on data from Denver and used a 
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quasi-experimental design by leveraging the students in the district that did not receive 
restorative interventions as a comparison group (Shadish et al., 2002). They found that 
participants in restorative interventions in the first semester of the school year had significantly 
lower odds of suspension in the second semester (OR 0.07, p < .001) compared to disciplined 
students in the first semester who were not involved in a restorative intervention. However, 
unlike Gonzalez, the Anyon study found that disparities in suspensions for Black students 
(compared to White students), economically disadvantaged students (compared to non-
economically disadvantaged students), and students receiving special education (compared to 
students not receiving special education) remained and did not significantly change. Using a 
panel dataset from Los Angeles public schools that encompasses twelve school years, Hashim et 
al. (2018) also find that the implementation of restorative justice in one cohort of LAUSD 
schools, in conjunction with a previous suspension ban, was associated with a 1.4 percentage 
point decrease in the probability of suspension in the first year of implementation compared to 
school cohorts that did not implement restorative justice. The authors however are quick to note 
that this decrease may have been derived from a different mechanism other than implementing 
restorative justice, including intense signaling and district encouragement to reform disciplinary 
practices above and beyond what other schools in the district experienced.  
All three of these studies come with inherent design limitations that diminish the ability 
to make a causal claim on how adopting restorative justice affects suspensions. The Gonzalez 
(2015) piece is informative in nature and only includes descriptive data and does not attempt to 
parse out how other characteristics may bias their results. In Hashim et al., (2018) paper, the 
authors used an Interrupted Time Series (ITS) approach in a district that had already employed a 
suspension ban. An ITS design uses multiple years of data to plot and compare outcomes from 
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one time period compared to previous trends in the outcome. The use of an ITS, which lacks a 
comparison group, means that the authors are unable to estimate the difference between what 
they observed and the potential outcomes for students who did not undergo a restorative justice 
program (Imai et al., 2008; Murnane & Willett, 2010). The authors stated this limitation clearly 
and note that ITS designs assume that the outcomes of a policy are directly related to the policy 
itself while ignoring other factors that could have occurred simultaneously. Further, the schools 
in the Hashim et al. (2018) setting had already undergone a suspension ban, meaning that their 
results may not generalize to other settings that do not have one in place. The study conducted by 
Anyon et al. (2016) did include a comparison group, but still has limitations that inhibited its 
ability to make a causal claim. As explained above, the author’s analyzed a restorative justice 
program in Denver where the treatment (of receiving a restorative intervention) was selected on a 
volunteer basis on multiple levels: schools needed to opt-in to the program, teachers needed to 
decide whether to use it in a given situation, and students could decide whether to participate or 
choose an alternative disciplinary procedure. While the authors’ multilevel logistic regression 
included covariates of observable differences between students who received an intervention and 
those who did not, unobserved characteristics—such as the motivation to receive an intervention 
in the first place from both a teachers’ and students’ perspective—are inherently not included. 
Further, unlike the study from Hashim et al. (2018), Anyon et al. only use data from a single 
year. This makes it impossible to understand their results in the context of historical trends that 
may have previously occurred between school years, which may have increased or dampened the 
magnitude of their results.  
One study in particular raises concerns over which students stand to gain from restorative 
justice and which students do not. In a study that analyzes the effects of restorative justice in 
59 
large school district (dubbed Pacific City schools), Davison et al. (2019) use a difference-in-
differences approach to model the differences in outcomes between schools that did and did not 
adopt restorative justice in the district in a ten-year administrative panel. The authors find an 
overall relationship between restorative justice implementation and a reduction in disciplinary 
action. However, different racial groups experienced significantly different results. White and 
Hispanic students experienced a reduction in suspension rates under restorative justice. Black 
students did not experience any change in suspension rates, indicating that restorative practices 
exacerbated existing racial disparities in suspensions. The authors note that these disparities 
occurred even though Pacific City adopted restorative justice specifically to help address race-
based disparities in discipline. Being able to compare schools in the same district that did and did 
not adopt restorative justice practices is a benefit to the study’s internal validity. Yet internal 
validity still suffers as schools were chosen to adopt restorative justice based on need, ensuring 
that there are endogenous factors related to the intervention.  
A recent study from the RAND Corporation evaluated restorative justice in Pittsburgh 
Public Schools through a randomized control trial (Augustine et al., 2018). Half of 44 district 
schools were randomly assigned to receive training from IIRP and obtain additional supports 
from the district in implementing restorative justice, while control schools were not granted any 
resources nor directives in changing their disciplinary practices. Before randomization, schools 
were placed into pairs based on prior disciplinary outcomes, school grade configuration, and 
supervisory group (so that school supervisors had similar numbers of treatment schools). The 
sample included five different grade configurations: K-5 (11 treatment schools, 9 control 
schools), K-8 (4 treatment schools, 7 control schools), 6-8 (4 treatment schools, 3 control 
schools), 6-12 (2 treatment schools, 1 control school), and 9-12 (1 treatment school, 2 control 
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schools). Since the schools that did and did not participate in restorative justice were chosen at 
random among school pairs, the study in theory provides an equivalent control group while 
eliminating endogenous factors related to implementation and outcomes (Murnane & Willet, 
2010). Yet even with randomized control trials, there are still threats to internal validity (Shadish 
et al., 2002). In this specific case, the RAND authors noted that randomization does not 
automatically lead to equivalent baseline characteristics between students in control and 
treatment schools, a fact that has implications for both overall results and results by student 
subgroups. Further, while the authors spent time learning about the disciplinary landscape in 
treatment schools, they were not certain what forms of discipline were already used in control 
schools and whether any had attempted to use restorative justice themselves despite not directly 
receiving resources from either IIRP or the district (Augustine et al., 2018).  
Despite these limitations, the study provides the most robust quantitative analysis of 
implementing restorative justice that currently exists. The study revealed both positive and 
negative outcomes of the intervention (Augustine et al., 2018). Schools receiving restorative 
justice resources and training reduced both suspensions days (-0.10 suspension days per student, 
or a 16% decrease from baseline; n = 8940) and incidences (-0.044 incidents per student, or a 
13% decrease from baseline, n = 8940) among their students at a significantly higher rate than 
control schools. These effects were driven by elementary school students in the treatment group, 
whose suspension days decreased by -0.176 days per student (68% decrease from baseline; n = 
4070; p < 0.01). Meanwhile middle schools in the treatment group did not reduce suspension 
days compared to middle schools in the control group (0.086 days per student; n = 2625; p > 
0.05). Moreover, disparities in suspensions between student subgroups significantly decreased 
along racial (between Black and White students) and economic lines. Before the restorative 
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intervention, Black students (n = 4467) were suspended for 4.37 times the number of days as 
White students (n = 3272). After the intervention, this ratio decreased to 3.59 times the number 
of days. Similarly, students classified as economically disadvantaged were suspended for 2.72 
times the number of days as students not classified as economically disadvantaged before the 
intervention; this figure decreased to 2.67 after the intervention. Disparities between genders and 
special education statuses, however, either persisted or worsened in treatment schools. While 
suspensions decreased as a whole, violent incidents or arrests did not decrease. Teachers in the 
treatment schools reported higher ratings of positive school climate, safety and learning 
conditions than those in control schools. However, students in treatment schools reported lower 
ratings of school climate than those in control schools. Finally, the study found academic 
achievement decreased for middle school students and Black students as a whole. The study 
analyzed only the first two years of the intervention, and the authors note that further positive (or 
negative) effects may occur more consistently after more years have passed (Augustine et al., 
2018).  
In a summary of the quantitative research on restorative justice practices conducted in the 
past two decades, Darling-Hammond et al. (2020) found mostly positive or mixed effects. 
Specifically, they find that restorative justice generally has a positive effect on improving school 
climate, reducing misbehavior, and decreasing school discipline rates. However, evidence on the 
effect of restorative justice on bullying, student absenteeism, and academic performance are 
mixed. The authors concluded their piece by noting the limited amount of quantitative research 
on restorative practices, particularly research with strong internal validity. They call on future 
researchers to establish a common definition of restorative justice, as well as research what 
factors lead to successful implementation.  
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Qualitative research on restorative justice has described both positive changes in teacher 
and student interactions and the challenges faced by school staff wishing to change their 
disciplinary philosophy. Karp and Breslin (2001) interviewed teachers that used restorative 
justice in Denver, Minnesota, and Pennsylvania, and found that teachers reported that restorative 
approaches, including one-on-one conferences and whole-community circles, allowed students to 
learn from their mistakes in a much more productive way than punishment would allow. 
Gonzalez (2012) found that students were granted voice and agency through restorative justice 
that were not previously available to them. Through a specific type of ethnography called 
portraiture—a qualitative method where the researcher seeks to deeply understand the nuance 
and context of participants—Wadhwa (2016) also found that students and teachers in Boston 
schools were able to develop closer relationships through the restorative process—particularly 
through proactive circles where teachers were better able to empathize with students when 
students were given the time, space, and power to talk about themselves. The RAND (Augustine 
et al., 2018) study noted above also collected qualitative data from interviews, and teachers 
reported that their relationships with students were much stronger after implementing restorative 
justice compared to when they relied on punitive measures to address disciplinary incidents. 
Yet even as some positive results have come from restorative justice, qualitative 
researchers have been quick to point out many different challenges faced by educators to 
maintain or expand the intervention. For example, Karp and Breslin (2001) noted that “Where a 
partial staff implements the practices…we can expect the tension between retribution and 
restoration to be a significant obstacle” (p. 269). They also caution that successful 
implementation faces several barriers, including the fidelity of implementation, the delayed 
effect of impact, and the difficulty of training staff on a disciplinary system that may have a 
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completely different concept of the student-educator dynamic than what teachers are used to. 
McCluskey et al. (2008) similarly found that teachers “were very keen to see how [restorative 
justice] could support their day-to-day work with pupils, but were often unsure about its use in 
more serious situations” (p. 413). Wadhwa (2015) reported that one principal of the two Boston 
schools she analyzed, expressed concern that teachers weren’t “ready” to completely abandon 
previous disciplinary measures and provided “teachers the space in which to use their own 
discretion when handling student disciplinary matters” (p. 84). Gonzalez (2012) finds that some 
schools were forced to discontinue their restorative justice initiatives due to lack of funding, even 
if the program showed success. Some of these challenges may be avoided through careful 
implementation. Gonzalez (2012) suggests that, in order to implement restorative justice 
successfully, schools must create a three to five year implementation plan with five primary 
areas of focus: building community buy-in, creating an institutional vision that states short-, 
medium-, and long-term goals, training educators on the philosophy and practice of restorative 
justice, developing policies that support shifting an entire school’s approach to relationships (as 
opposed to just an alternative to discipline), and ensuring that growth and development is 
maintained in future years. In short, restorative justice requires time, energy, and financial 
commitments for the resources to train staff and maintain the facilitation of the intervention.  
Significance of the Current Study: Restorative Justice 
The existing research on restorative justice in schools is mixed. Procedures of using 
restorative justice can differ widely between settings. Studies using quantitative data generally 
find that schools using restorative practices decrease suspension use (Anyon et al., 2016; 
Augustine et al., 2018; Davison et al., 2019; Gonzalez, 2015; Hashim et al., 2018); however, 
these studies diverge over whether disparities between student subgroups increase (Augustine et 
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al., 2018; Davison et al., 2019), decrease (Augustine et al., 2018; Gonzalez, 2015), or remain the 
same (Anyon et al., 2016; Hashim et al., 2018). Qualitative studies on restorative justice tend to 
find that school climate—including student-to-teacher relationships and students’ sense of 
agency—becomes more positive, though teachers, students, and administrators may struggle 
adapting to the new paradigm (Augustine et al., 2018; Gonzalez, 2012, Karp & Breslin, 2001; 
Wadhwa, 2016; Winn, 2018). Using unique quantitative data from a no-excuses setting, my 
dissertation will contribute to this expanding field through the use of robust methodology by 
providing new quantitative evidence on the effects of restorative practices.   
The RAND (Augustine et al., 2018) study described above—that used rigorous 
quantitative methods through a randomized control trial combined with qualitative interviews 
and observations—provides a significant platform for a study like mine to expand upon. The 
study found mixed quantitative results, with suspensions decreasing as a whole, race and 
economic disparities decreasing, but special education disparities increasing. Further, academic 
performance among Black students and middle school students decreased. Are these results 
specific to Pittsburgh, or will they generalize to other settings like NECSN? Due to some of the 
negative results out of the Augustine et al. (2018) study, some policy commentators (e.g., Eden, 
2019) are calling for a return of exclusionary discipline policies and the abandonment of 
alternatives like restorative justice. This makes it all the more necessary in the immediate future 
to understand the effects of restorative justice on a variety of student outcomes in different 
settings. The context for my study on the successes and challenges of restorative justice will both 
contribute to the expanding research and inform practitioners of what challenges may arise when 
making the transition to restorative justice.  
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No-Excuses Charter Schools: A Variation of Zero Tolerance Discipline 
As described above, zero tolerance discipline generally mandates harsh consequences 
(suspension or expulsion) for certain offenses, usually related to weapon and drug use/possession 
but can also be applied towards fighting and other violations. The primary critique of zero 
tolerance policies is that they lead to increases in suspensions and expulsions of students while 
also increasing racial disparities in these figures (Curran, 2016; Skiba, 2014). Educators have a 
variety of justifications for using exclusionary discipline, including: maintaining safety at school, 
signaling to guardians that something is wrong, deterring the student from committing the same 
infraction again, helping teachers with classroom management, and ensuring that negative 
behaviors from some students don’t negatively affect behavior and performance of non-
misbehaving students (Losen, 2011).  
Deterrence theory is especially connected to zero tolerance policies that mandate 
suspensions for specific infractions. The theory states that clear and enforced punishments to 
crimes will deter people from committing them (“the omission of a criminal act because of the 
fear of sanctions or punishment”; Paternoster, 2010, p. 766). In theory, the greater the 
punishment, the greater the deterrence—though recent research in the field of criminology shows 
little relationship between the severity of the punishment and the likelihood of recidivism 
(Paternoster, 2010). Translated to schools, deterrence theory simply posits that students are less 
likely to commit certain infractions when schools enforce penalties for committing them. 
However, as laid out by Curran (2016), there are many reasons to doubt deterrence theory’s 
effectiveness with students. As deterrence theory is a subset of the economic theory of rational 
choice, it assumes that people are rational actors “who both have access to the necessary 
information and can process such information to arrive at the optimal decision regarding their 
action” (Curran, 2016, p. 649). Evidence from research in neuroscience and developmental 
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psychology shows that young students and adolescents are not rational actors and don’t have the 
same reasoning skills as adults and thus more likely to exhibit risk-taking behavior (Reyna & 
Farley, 2006). Bioecological theory also surmises that peer influence can be an instrumental 
factor on decision making (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). These peer factors can make 
students more motivated by rewards of certain actions rather than the consequences associated 
with them (Chein et al., 2011). Further, the massive increase in suspensions at the end of the 
twentieth century suggests that suspensions were not ultimately successful in deterring behavior, 
especially as research has shown that students who receive one suspension are more likely to get 
suspended again (Fabelo et al., 2011; Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019).  
Zero tolerance is usually used with high-level offenses such as drug or weapon 
possession, though some school settings have taken the premise behind zero tolerance and 
deterrence theory and applied them to smaller level behavioral infractions. One such setting is 
no-excuses charter schools. There is no standard definition that governs which charter schools 
are considered part of the “no-excuses” model, though scholars have typically described these 
schools as adopting a specific set of practices and policies, including an intense academic 
environment where students are frequently assessed and a strict disciplinary system that uses 
exclusionary methods (Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 2004). In this strict disciplinary system 
teachers and staff “sweat the small stuff,” correcting and assigning consequences to minor 
infractions including gum chewing, coming late to class, and poor posture (Golann, 2015). 
Examples of no-excuses school models include KIPP, Uncommon Schools, and the Harlem 
Children’s Zone’s Promise Academies.  
Quantitative researchers analyzing the no excuses model have consistently found positive 
effects for both reading and math achievement using lottery studies (Angrist et al., 2013; Cheng 
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et al., 2015; Tuttle et al., 2013). These studies have high internal validity as they exploit the 
randomness of lottery-based admissions, though “it is possible that schools without waiting lists 
or well-maintained lottery records may produce systematically different achievement results” 
(Cheng et al., 2015, p. 6). Because of the consistency of the quantitative research showing 
academic success of no-excuses schools, Cohodes (2018) called for an expansion of no-excuses 
charter school tenants into traditional public schools as a way to close the achievement gap 
between Black and White students. Quantitative scholars studying no-excuses schools have 
generally centered test scores as the primary metric of student success and school effectiveness, 
as higher test scores are associated with other positive outcomes including college attendance 
and higher wages in adulthood (Chetty et al., 2014). 
On the other hand, qualitative researchers have been critical of the disciplinary systems 
used in these schools and their effect on non-cognitive outcomes (Golann, 2015; Goodman, 
2013; Lack, 2009; Sondel, 2016). In an intensive qualitative piece, Golann (2015), for example, 
spent over a year conducting ethnographic fieldwork in one no-excuses charter school. She found 
that, instead of producing college-ready students, the school created “worker-learners—students 
who monitor themselves, hold back their opinions, and defer to authority” (p. 6). Golann (2015) 
concluded her piece by arguing that no-excuses schools should be able to maintain academic 
success even while relaxing rigid disciplinary structures that limit students’ ability to express 
themselves. Goodman (2013) claimed that the no-excuses model focuses too much on obedience 
and stifles students’ ambition by constantly monitoring students and punishing nonconformity by 
removing students from the classroom via suspension. Speaking specifically about KIPP, Lack 
(2009) criticized the organization’s failure to address systemic inequities, claiming that KIPP 
places the blame for inequities on students for not working hard enough or failing to tap into 
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their grit. Likewise, Sondel (2016) analyzed the pedagogy used at no-excuses schools and finds 
that by prioritizing test scores, no-excuses schools neglect culturally relevant practices and turn 
students into disengaged citizens. The quantitative economists and qualitative sociologists have a 
distinctly different understanding of the construct of ‘effectiveness’ of the no-excuses model as 
the former focuses on test scores and the latter focuses on the daily learning experience of 
students. Indeed, in a direct response to the aforementioned Cohodes (2018) piece that called for 
an expansion of no-excuses tenants in traditional public schools, Torres and Golann (2018) 
criticized Cohodes for not addressing the research surrounding negative outcomes attached to 
discipline at no-excuses schools and failing to identify which specific strategies of no-excuses 
schools may be beneficial or harmful for students.  
 Mirroring the tension between these lines of research, scholars have disagreed on whether 
or not the discipline component of no-excuses schools are necessary to maintain both order and 
academic achievement. Some scholars have used observational evidence to claim that the 
punitive discipline system used in no-excuses schools leads to strong academic outcomes (Lake 
et al., 2012; Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 2004; Whitman, 2008). Specifically, Lake et al. (2012) 
interviewed charter school principals and found a positive significant relationship between 
principals’ support of strong discipline and academic outcomes. In a review of charter school 
lottery studies, Chabrier et al. (2016) used data from previous studies to find a positive 
relationship between academic outcomes and high suspension rates in no-excuses schools, but 
this relationship was not statistically significant. However, Golann and Torres (2018) wrote that 
scholarly research does not support a connection between no-excuses discipline systems and 
academic success, though they did find negative effects on students’ social and behavioral skills. 
These differences in findings for the future of no-excuses charter schools and their strategies are 
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rooted in how these researchers approach and analyze student success: one group hinges on test 
scores and other quantifiable data that can be observed from afar, while the other focuses on 
student experiences that must be observed inside school buildings directly from the participants.  
Significance of the Current Study: No-Excuses Schools 
 The tension among researchers analyzing no-excuses schools is also clearly present 
outside the academy, as students, parents, staff, and community activists have all spoken out for 
and against the charter model using similar arguments as the researchers mentioned above 
(Fisher, 2016; Golann & Debs, 2019; Schwartz, 2017). No-excuses schools have not been 
immune to the criticism they have received, and some of them have attempted to change 
disciplinary practices and adopt restorative practices (Schwartz, 2017). Golann (2015) reported 
that educators and administrators in the no-excuses setting of her study admitted that disciplinary 
practices are less than ideal. However, these educators were still unwilling to change school 
policies for fear that the school would disintegrate into chaos and academic achievement gains 
would be lost among behavioral disorder. The setting of my dissertation, a large no-excuses 
charter network that recently changed their disciplinary policies and now uses restorative justice, 
is an ideal setting to analyze whether no-excuses schools can maintain the positive impacts of 
their model while shedding controversial disciplinary practices. By analyzing student outcomes, 
I will illuminate whether the participants in Golann’s study were justified in worrying about 
changing their disciplinary policies. My research will also provide insight into potential struggles 
and challenges that a no-excuses setting will face when transitioning to restorative justice.  
 As no-excuses schools use stricter and more exclusionary disciplinary practices (i.e., 
practices that take students away from the classroom) than traditional public schools, restorative 
practice implementation in these settings—such as the setting of my dissertation—is particularly 
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intriguing due to the large shift in fundamental principles that students, teachers, and staff must 
undertake. No-excuses schools’ traditional practice of applying consequences to all infractions, 
large or small, acts as a robust zero tolerance policy that mandates consequences for all 
misbehaviors committed by students (Lack, 2009). Theories behind zero tolerance and 
restorative justice in education are inherently contradictory and incompatible. Drawing on 
deterrence theory, zero tolerance attempts to bring order through strength and frequency of 
punishment, while restorative justice in education seeks order through strength of relationships 
among the school community which requires consistent, intentional work. Changing from one to 
the other requires a pragmatic and practical shift in the way teachers and school staff interact 
with students on a daily basis.  
Such a shift in no-excuses settings has not yet been fully explored in the current 
literature. Only one study to date has examined what restorative justice can look like in a no-
excuses setting. Kerstetter (2016) analyzed a school that typified all characteristics of a no-
excuses school except for the discipline system, which instead resembled restorative justice. The 
restorative justice philosophy used in Kerstetter’s setting focused on building relationships, trust, 
and mutual respect between teachers and students, and seeing mistakes as “opportunities to 
learn” instead of opportunities to punish (p. 518). To analyze the effectiveness of restorative 
justice, Kerstetter used teacher interviews and class observations. Kerstetter found that instead of 
students deferring to authority, like what Golann (2015) found in their setting, restorative 
practices gave students independence, autonomy, and self-expression that are rarely found in 
traditional no-excuses settings (Golann, 2015; Sondel, 2016). Teachers prioritized working on 
non-cognitive skills with students (e.g., fostering self-expression, problem solving and conflict 
resolution, shared control) an average of 21.7 times a day over the twenty days that Kerstetter 
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observed. By comparing standardized test proficiency rates of their setting to others, Kerstetter 
argues that using restorative justice procedures does not sacrifice academic achievement. 
Kerstetter’s setting had higher proficiency rates in three consecutive years compared to both a 
nearby traditional no-excuses school and the local school district average. However, one 
important caveat is that the school in Kerstetter’s study was founded with the restorative 
philosophies and thus did not undergo a change from one system to another.  
My study expands on Kerstetter’s work in three important ways. First, my study will 
analyze how transitioning from a no-excuses style discipline system to restorative justice affects 
student outcomes. While the setting in Kerstetter’s study used restorative principles since its 
founding, I am interested in how a school community that was founded upon methods that 
completely contradict restorative justice philosophy succeeds and struggles with such a 
transition. Second, while Kerstetter compared academic outcomes from their setting to other 
comparable schools, my analysis will use more robust quantitative methods. By using an 
interrupted time series model with student fixed-effects, I will estimate the effects of adopting 
restorative practices by controlling for yearly trends in outcome and student characteristics (see 
Chapter Three). The dataset I have will allow me to use quasi-experimental methods, controlling 
for student-level characteristics, that come closer to testing for a causal effect on the impact of 
restorative justice than the design used by Kerstetter. Finally, I am able to analyze changes in 
outcomes beyond the academic ones Kerstetter tested for, including disciplinary, attendance, and 
academic outcomes. The wealth of data I have provides an opportunity to gather a fuller picture 
of student and staff experiences at NECSN.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
 This chapter outlines the methods I use to answer my study’s research questions. First, I 
list my research questions. Next, I provide context for the setting of my study. Finally, I detail 
my full analysis plan.  
Research Questions 
 As stated in Chapter One, my dissertation will attempt to answer the following research 
questions: 
1) What were the disciplinary practices, procedures, and reported infractions at NECSN 
prior to the intervention, and how did suspension rates compare to other settings?  
2) What effect did the adoption of restorative justice have on student attendance, behavioral 
infractions, suspensions, and academic performance at NECSN?  
3) How did effects of restorative justice on student outcomes differ by student subgroups 
related to race, gender, free or reduced-price lunch status, special education status, and 
grade-level? 
Each research question analyzes a different aspect of the restorative justice intervention at 
NECSN. The first attempts to understand baseline characteristics of NECSN before the 
network’s adoption of restorative justice practices. The second analyzes overall changes in 
student outcomes that are associated with the restorative justice intervention. The last question 
parses out the changes by student subgroups to see if there were disparities in outcome changes 
associated with the restorative intervention. 
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Setting: No-Excuses Charter School Network (NECSN) 
The NECSN provides a unique opportunity to analyze what happens when a no-excuses 
school network implements restorative justice. NECSN is a well-known charter school network 
currently operating approximately two-dozen schools in a metropolitan area in the United 
States.6 In the early 2010s, network leaders began to identify issues stemming from the 
network’s disciplinary system and decided to reform their practices. Issues included students 
feeling unwelcomed and unloved in school, staff remarking that structures did not allow schools 
to adequately meet students’ socio-emotional needs, and statistics that revealed that NECSN 
students struggled to achieve success in higher education after leaving the network. Specifically, 
the network leaders felt that because of NECSN’s focus on obedience and control, students were 
not gaining individual attributes (i.e., self-efficacy and perseverance) necessary to be successful 
in higher education. Further, NECSN leadership recognized that the network’s broken-windows 
form of discipline was potentially contributing to systemic racism and the school-to-prison 
pipeline. Before the policy shift in Fall of 2014, NECSN’s discipline structure prioritized 
addressing any infraction with an immediate consequence that often meant removing students 
from classrooms. The phrase “sweat the small stuff” even became an official value of the 
network—an important point as teachers were evaluated in part on how they adhered to these 
values. However, given the issues with this system, the network wanted to shift to a less punitive 
and less transactional form of addressing student infractions starting with the 2014-2015 school 
year. 
At an all-staff meeting in January of 2014, network leaders announced that the network 
would adopt restorative justice practices for the 2014-2015 school year. Leaders told staff that 
 
6 More detailed information omitted in order to keep the network’s identity confidential. 
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they would receive restorative justice training in the summer of 2014 and the network would 
implement policies on the first day of the next school year. During the summer of 2014, 
members from the IIRP trained all network administrators on restorative justice. Weeks later, 
these same administrators led their own training sessions for teachers and staff that they adapted 
from IIRP materials. The training emphasized conflict resolution in the classroom and how to 
conduct circles and restorative conferences using IIRP questions (see list on pg. 46). Teachers 
and staff were trained to refrain from excluding students from the classroom for a behavioral 
infraction and instead encouraged to initiate restorative conversations during or after their 
lessons to address behavioral issues. They were also encouraged to get to know their students 
through proactive, talking circles throughout the school year. Parents and caregivers of students 
were informed of the adoption of restorative practices through a letter sent by mail before the 
2014-2015 school year started. Students also received this letter to take home to parents on the 
first day of school. The list below details the components of restorative practices at NECSN 
starting with the 2014-2015 school year, as sourced by personal communications, network 
documents, and national and metropolitan media articles written about the change.7 The 
implementation of restorative practices may well have evolved as students, teachers, and staff 
adapted to new policies over time. However, network leaders were clear to staff, students, and 
parents that restorative practices were part of the network’s DNA starting with the first day of 
school in the 2014-2015 school year. As I will discuss further in Chapter Five, my understanding 
of the implementation of restorative justice practices in NECSN is limited due to a lack of data 
on the use and frequency of these components and the level to which staff implemented these 
components with fidelity.  
 
7 Specific sources withheld to protect network confidentiality. 
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List of Components of NECSN’s Adoption of Restorative Practices 
• In the Summer of 2014, before the 2014-2015 school year started, Principals, Assistant 
Principals of School Climate, and Deans of Students received restorative practices training 
directly from the International Institute for Restorative Practices (IIRP). 
• Two weeks before the 2014-2015 school year started, teachers and staff received two days of 
training on restorative practices from network leaders that had received IIRP training (i.e., 
the network used a train-the-trainer deployment strategy as teachers and staff did not receive 
training directly from restorative justice experts).  
o Day one of training consisted of a network-wide presentation that focused on the 
philosophy of restorative justice practices and why the network decided to adopt 
them. 
o Day two of training occurred at the school-level, where school leaders trained 
how the philosophy would function in practice at each school. 
• All teachers and staff received a business-card sized card with restorative questions 
developed by the IIRP (listed in full on page 46). Teachers and staff were instructed to use 
the cards to facilitate impromptu restorative conversations when a less severe disciplinary 
incident occurred.  
• Teachers and staff were trained to conduct proactive and reactive restorative circles with 
students. These circles occurred in classrooms, in school- and grade-wide gatherings, and in 
smaller groups.  
• Teachers and staff were trained to uphold restorative philosophy by building trustful 
relationships with students and addressing harm and incidents through community 
accountability, respect, and reintegration. 
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• Teachers and staff attended professional development sessions several times a year to discuss 
successes and challenges with implementing restorative practices. Sessions were lead by 
school administrators. 
• Teachers and staff did not receive additional training from IIRP or other restorative experts 
after initial training to upper-level administrators in the summer of 2014. Restorative justice 
continued at NECSN for at least the following three school years.  
Data Source & Description of Variables 
To answer parts of my first research question and my second and third research 
questions, I will leverage an administrative dataset provided by NECSN that includes annual 
student-level data on demographic characteristics, disciplinary records, attendance records, and 
academic performance across all schools in the network between the 2010-11 and 2016-17 
school years. The dataset contains the universe of NECSN students enrolled during the seven 
school years. The timespan was chosen to provide an ample amount of pre-intervention and post-
intervention data to increase statistical power and internal validity. This information includes the 
students’ race, socioeconomic status, gender, and behavioral, academic, and attendance 
outcomes. The complete dataset contains over 65,000 student-year observations from 22,819 
unique students in 16 schools. Seven of these 16 schools were part of the network for all seven 
years of the dataset. The remaining schools were either previously part of the local public-school 
system or other charter network and transferred to NESCN control during the dataset timeline. 
The dataset used in this study only contains information for students in years where schools were 
operated by NECSN. 
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Outcome Variables 
The outcomes in the quantitative portion of the study represent a diverse set of student 
outcomes (Table 3.1). As shown in Golann (2015), administrators at other no-excuses feared 
shedding their traditional disciplinary practices as they believed that doing so would decrease 
academic achievement and reduce school order. The outcomes examined in the quantitative 
analysis sections aim to shed light on whether this fear is justified.  
As restorative justice was implemented in part to address disciplinary concerns at 
NECSN, changes in disciplinary outcomes can reveal how teachers and staff reported student 
infractions and used suspensions under the new policy. First, since suspensions are linked to a 
plethora of negative student outcomes (see Chapter Two), suspension data may reveal if the 
restorative intervention was associated with keeping more students in schools and attenuating the 
negative outcomes associated with suspensions. Second, Infraction-level data can more 
intimately reveal how teachers and staff reported student misbehavior at NECSN. Differentiating 
between the different types of infractions (i.e., least-severe, mid-tier, and most severe) reveals 
the changes in the types of offenses teachers and staff reported during the intervention. Given the 
difference in the severity of infractions like chewing gum versus assault, understanding how 
different infraction tiers changed is important. Third, student attendance outcomes may reveal 
aspects of cultural change at the school. For example, if students felt more welcomed as a result 
of restorative justice practices, they may have come to school more often and arrive late less 
often. Finally, academic outcomes can show whether academic achievement, as measured by 
student GPA, differed at NECSN when using restorative justice. Academic achievement is rarely 
analyzed in restorative justice studies. Augustine et al. (2018) found an association between 
restorative justice adoption and a decrease in academic achievement for middle school students 
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and Black students. My study will build upon Augustine et al. (2018) by examining whether their 
findings are replicated in a no-excuses setting.  
Disciplinary Outcomes. The four disciplinary outcomes include Days of Out-of-School 
suspension, Tier 1 Infractions, Tier 2 Infractions, and Tier 3 Infractions. The first outcome 
measures the number of days a student received Out-of-School suspension in a given year. On 
average, students were suspended for 0.641 days a year, with a slight but statistically significant 
higher rate in the post-intervention years (see Table 3.1). The latter three disciplinary outcomes 
detail the types of infractions that teachers and staff at NECSN report for each individual student 
in a given year. During school years in the analytic window, all students at NECSN carried an 
infraction card in a lanyard. If a student committed a simple infraction, a teacher may ask a 
student for their infraction card to fill a slot on the card noting the infraction and the date. These 
infractions include swearing, being late to class, violating uniform code, demonstrating 
disrespect, chewing gum, and other simple offenses. If a student did not have additional slots left 
on a infraction card, a teacher or staff member issued them a new card. A filled infraction card is 
an example of a Tier 1 Infraction, by far the most common type of infraction at NECSN (See 
Table A.1 in Appendix A). Throughout the seven years of data in the panel, students received 
9.271 Tier 1 infractions per year on average. Tier 2 infractions are reported when students 
commit more serious infractions, including skipping class, insubordination, displaying physical 
aggression (but not fighting), disruptive behavior, cheating, and behaving inappropriately 
towards staff or students. The average student committed 3.712 Tier 2 Infractions a year, with a 
significantly higher rate in the post-intervention years. Finally, the most severe type of reported 
infractions, Tier 3 Infractions, are the rarest. These infractions include fighting, assaulting a staff 
member, drug possession or use, weapon possession or use, and sexual assault. The average 
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student committed 0.036 Tier 3 infractions a year, with a significant increase (0.044) in the post-
intervention years (see Table 3.1). A complete list of the infractions that comprise each tier can 




Descriptive Statistics for Outcome Variables (Mean Annual Per-Pupil Figures) 







Post – Pre 
Difference       
(p-values) 
Days of OSS 65,713 0.641 0.630 0.651 0.021 
  (1.86) (1.99) (1.73)  p = 0.13 
Tier 1 Infractions 65,713 9.271 9.311 9.236 -0.074 
  (16.01) (16.33) (15.71)  p = 0.55 
Tier 2 Infractions 65,713 3.712 3.517 3.882 0.365 
  (6.89) (6.59) (7.13) p < 0.001 
Tier 3 Infractions 65,713 0.036 0.027 0.044 0.017 
  (0.21) (0.17) (0.23) p < 0.001 
Absences 65,693 13.294 12.983 13.564 0.581 
  (13.46) (13.668) (13.26) p < 0.001 
Tardies 65,693 15.732 14.760 16.579 1.819 
  (19.97) (19.00) (20.74) p < 0.001 
GPA 37,026 2.800 2.841 2.768 -0.073 
  (0.65) (0.66) (0.65) p < 0.001 
Note. Means and Standard Deviations Reported. All outcomes measured on a per-pupil annual basis. 
GPA calculations are not available for 2011. P-values are derived from a difference in means test (t-
test).  Bolded p-values denote statistical significance (p < 0.05). 
 
 
Attendance Outcomes. The next set of outcomes deals with attendance—how many 
absences and tardies (i.e., late to school) each individual student accrues over an academic year. 
On average, students were absent for 13.294 days a year over the seven years of the panel, with a 
statistically higher rate in the post-intervention years. The per pupil number of tardies per year 
showed a similar pattern. In the pre-intervention period, students on average arrived late to 
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school 14.760 times a year. In the post-intervention time period, this figure rose to 16.579 tardies 
a year (see Table 3.1). 
Academic Outcomes. The dataset contains one academic outcome, the calculated grade 
point average (GPA) of students. GPA scores are available for 93.8% of students in Grade 3 
through Grade 10 for the last six years of the dataset (i.e., there is no GPA data for the 2010-11 
school year). Just over 6% of students in that timeframe and grade levels are missing GPA data. I 
determined a student’s annual GPA from student grades using NECSN’s GPA calculations, 
which are standardized across K-12 and did not change during the years of the panel. The 
average GPA in the pre-intervention years was 2.841, significantly higher than the post-
intervention figure of 2.768 (See Table 3.1).  
Independent Variables 
Student characteristics are used in my second and third research question as both control 
variables and interaction terms to determine heterogeneous treatment effects (Table 3.2). The 
five characteristics—representing all the demographic characteristics available in the dataset—
include free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) status, whether or not a student is identified as 
female, English language learner (ELL) status, students with an Individualized Education 
Program (IEP), and whether students are Black or not. These characteristics will allow me to 
understand how outcome changes differ by student subgroups and see whether disparities in 
outcomes that exist along racial, income, and gender lines changed after NECSN adopted 
restorative justice. Three of those five characteristics—FRPL, ELL, and IEP status—are time-
variant while the other two are time-invariant. Most student-year observations (77.3%) were 
classified as FRPL, with a large difference between FRPL status in the pre-intervention years 
(65.5%) and the post-intervention years (87.5%) due to differences in reporting standards over 
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time.8 Female students comprised 48.7% of the network. Slightly more student-year observations 
were classified as ELL in the pre-intervention years (2.0%) than the post-intervention years 
(1.6%), a statistically significant difference. Contrastingly, significantly fewer student-year 
observations were classified as receiving an IEP in the pre-intervention years (17.9%) than the 
post-intervention years (21.2%). Across the years examined, the vast majority of students at 
NECSN (90.7%) are Black. Compared to the pre-intervention years, there was a slightly but 
statistically significant lower percentage of Black students in the post-intervention years (92.6% 




Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables (Mean Annual Per-Pupil Figures) 







Post – Pre 
Difference       
(p-values) 
FRPL 65,713 0.773 0.655 0.875 0.220  
  (0.42) (0.48) (0.33) p < 0.001 
Female 65,713 0.487 0.489 0.486 0.003 
  (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) p = 0.40 
ELL 65,713 0.018 0.020 0.016 0.003 
  (0.13) (0.14) (0.13) p < 0.001 
Students with IEP 65,713 0.196 0.179 0.212 0.033 
  (0.40) (0.38) (0.41) p < 0.001 
Black (Non-Hispanic) 65,713 0.907 0.926 0.891 0.035 
    (0.29) (0.26) (0.31) p < 0.001 
Note. Means and Standard Deviations Reported. P-values are derived from a difference in means test 
(t-test). Bolded p-values denote statistical significance (p < 0.05). 
 
Other race/ethnicities in the dataset include White students (3.6%), Asian students (2.3%), 
Multiracial students (2.2%), Hispanic students (0.9%), American Indian/Alaskan Native students 
(0.2%), and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander students (0.1%). While Black students make up the 
 
8 An analysis of school-level and within-student changes in FRPL classification indicates that changes in FRPL 
status are likely more due to the network’s use of the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) rather than changes in 
student family income (Domina et al., 2018; Michelmore & Dynarski, 2017). 
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majority of the NECSN student population, the size of the sample provides plenty of statistical 
power to determine any differences in outcomes between Black students and non-Black students. 
Given the lack of racial diversity at NECSN, my main analysis tells the story of changes that 
occur at a charter network that predominantly educates Black students. However, racial 
differences between Black and non-Black students can still reveal racial disparities that exist in 
the mostly-Black student population, an important analysis given the quantitative and qualitative 
evidence of anti-Blackness in school disciplinary policies mentioned in Chapter Two. 
Research Question 1: Descriptive Statistics, Handbooks, and Setting Comparisons 
 To understand the baseline policies, procedures, and statistics for NECSN in the pre-
intervention period, I will first analyze the NECSN Parent-Student Handbook, a network-wide 
document that all students and their guardians must sign at the beginning of the school year. This 
document outlines disciplinary policies and procedures as well as student expectations for 
behavior inside the school building. I will also examine differences in the Parent-Student 
Handbook from before the intervention (the handbook from the 2011-2012 school year) to after 
the intervention (the handbook from the 2014-2015 school year, the first year of the intervention) 
to see how structures, policies, and procedures changed or stayed the same. 
 Next, I will run descriptive statistics on disciplinary outcomes, including infraction tier 
(i.e., the severity of the infraction) and suspension days. Specifically, I will calculate annual rates 
of Tier 1 infractions, Tier 2 infractions, Tier 3 infractions, and suspension days in the pre-
intervention period (i.e., the 2010-2011 to the 2013-2014 school years) for the seven schools in 
NECSN that existed as part of the network for the full duration of the pre-intervention period. 
Schools that opened or were taken over by NECSN after the 2010-2011 will not be included in 
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the sample for this research question.9 These seven schools include three elementary schools 
(defined as schools that do not educate grades 9-12) and high schools (defined as schools that 
educate at least grades 9-12 and include schools that educate grades 7-12). I will run descriptive 
analyses for all students as well as the following student subgroups: elementary/high school, 
female/male, Black/non-Black, students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs)/students 
without IEPs, and students who always received free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL)/students 
who sometimes received FRPL/students who never received FRPL.  
 After presenting descriptive statistics on the network, I will compare suspension rates and 
disparities in suspension rates in the 2013-2014 school year between NECSN and three other 
settings in order to see whether suspension rates vary by setting. The three settings include a 
separate no-excuses network in the same city as NECSN, the traditional public school district 
that operates in the same city as NECSN, and the state in which NECSN operates. Data from the 
three other settings are derived from the Civil Rights Data Collection 2013-2014 file from the 
Office for Civil Rights housed in the U.S. Department of Education. Data from NECSN came 
from an administrative data set provided by NECSN for this study, as described in the previous 
section.  
 Finally, I analyze whether there is significant between-school variation in disciplinary 
outcomes at NECSN in the pre-intervention period or if most of the variation occurs within 
schools. Such an analysis provides evidence for whether NECSN operated as a top-down 
network where there was centralization in both policies and interpretation of policies, or whether 
school administrators had leeway to interpret and implement policies differently. To investigate 
 
9 Models for my second and third research question will include data from all schools. 
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this, I will run unconditional multilevel models for four disciplinary outcomes (suspension days, 
and three infraction tiers) that take the following form:  
Level 1: 𝑌𝑖𝑗𝑘 = 𝜋0𝑗𝑘 + 𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑘,     𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑘~𝑁(0, 𝜎
2 ) 
Level 2: 𝜋0𝑗𝑘 = 𝛽00𝑘 + 𝑟0𝑗𝑘,    𝑟0𝑗𝑘~𝑁(0, 𝜏𝜋
2) 
Level 3: 𝛽00𝑘 = 𝛾000 + 𝑢00𝑘,    𝑢00𝑘~𝑁(0, 𝜏𝛽
2) 
The combined model: 𝑌𝑖𝑗𝑘 = 𝛾000 + 𝑢00𝑘 + 𝑟0𝑗𝑘 + 𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑘, 
with Level 1 representing units of time, Level 2 representing students, and Level 3 representing 
schools. After running these models, I will analyze the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC), 
which reveals the variation in the outcome variable between these three levels. The size of the 
Level 3 variation shows how much variation is due to between-school differences. I will run 
these analyses for three samples: the seven schools that were a part of NECSN for all four years 
of the pre-period, the three elementary schools of this sample, and the four high schools in this 
sample. With the last two samples, I will be able to determine if between-school variation in the 
seven pre-intervention schools is due to differences between high schools and elementary 
schools.  
Research Question 2 and 3: Analysis Plan 
Analysis 
 The main analysis of my dissertation is a student-fixed effects model with an interrupted 
time series (ITS) framework. An ITS model uses multiple years of pre-intervention data to 
estimate a counterfactual value for the first year of the intervention. The difference between the 
counterfactual value and the actual value for the first year of the intervention represents the 
effect of the intervention on student outcomes. With multiple years of post-intervention data, my 
ITS model will also measure the difference between yearly trends in the post-intervention time 
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period compared to yearly trends in the pre-intervention time period. My model will also include 
student fixed-effects, allowing me to control for time-invariant characteristics of students and 
estimate the average change in outcomes within-students before and after the intervention.   
Interrupted Time Series (ITS) Analysis with Student Fixed-Effects  
The ITS model takes the following form:   
Yigt = β0 + β1(Year Trendt) + β2(Postt) + β3(Year Trendt * Postt) + ∂(Covariatesit) + g + Zi + igt, 
where Yigt represents an outcome variable for student i, in grade g, during year t; Year Trendt 
represents a linear year trend centered at the time of the policy shift to show how outcomes were 
changing before the intervention; Postt indicates whether the year of an observation is before or 
after the introduction of the intervention; Covariatesit represents a matrix of time-varying student 
characteristics; g represents grade-level fixed-effects to account for inherent differences in 
outcomes between grade levels; and Zi represents student-level fixed effects. The coefficients of 
interest are β2 (Post) and β3 (Year Trend * Post), where β2 represents the immediate change in the 
outcome variable after the intervention and β3 represents the difference between the post-
intervention time trend and the pre-intervention time trend. 
 Because student outcomes like suspensions and academic performance often differ 
between student subgroups (Fabelo et al., 2011; Reardon, 2011), my third research question will 
examine how the intervention is associated with any changes to differences in outcomes by 
subgroups. I will do this in two ways: subgroup samples of the main model and heterogeneous 
treatment effect models. For the subgroup sample analyses, I will simply run the above main 
DiD model for specific student samples, including: Black/Non-Black, Male/Female, 
Always/Sometimes/Never FRPL, IEP/no-IEP, Elementary/High School, and 
Balanced/Unbalanced Schools. Due to Michelmore and Dynarski’s (2017) finding that there are 
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meaningful gaps in student outcomes between students who always receive FRPL compared to 
students who sometimes or never receive it, I separate FRPL status by whether students were 
always classified as FRPL during the panel, sometimes classified as FRPL (at least one year as 
FRPL and one year as non-FRPL), or never classified as FRPL. By Balanced/Unbalanced 
schools, I refer to whether schools were a part of NECSN for the duration of the seven-year 
dataset (Balanced) or if they entered the network sometime after the 2010-2011 school year 
(Unbalanced).  
  To analyze for heterogeneous treatment effects of the policy, I will employ a model that 
takes the following form: 
Yigst = β0 + β1(Year Trendt) + β2(Postt) + β3(Year Trendt * Postt) +  
β4(Year Trendt * Subgroup Indicatori) + β5(Postt * Subgroup Indicatori) +                                                               
β6(Year Trendt * Postt * Subgroup Indicatori) + ∂(Covariatesit) +  g + Zi + i(t), 
where Subgroup Indicator is a binary variable that measures whether the student belongs to a 
specific subgroup. The four subgroup indicators I will apply this model to include: Black 
students, Female students, Always FRPL students, and students with IEPs. All forms of this 
model will include grade and student fixed-effects. The coefficients of interest are β5 (Post * 
Subgroup Indicator) and β6 (Year Trend * Post * Subgroup Indicator), where β5 represents the 
difference in the immediate change in the outcome variable after the intervention between the 
two groups and β6 represents the change in the difference in pre- and post-time-trends between 
the two groups. All models will cluster results at the individual level so that standard errors do 
not overestimate the independence of outcomes between students at the same school.  
 The ITS with student fixed-effects design is useful for analyzing policy changes, since it 
will highlight changes that occur in the time period immediately after the intervention and over 
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time while using the full breadth of the available dataset. However, the structure of my models 
contains some threats to internal validity. First, concurrent events that affect student outcomes 
can bias results, especially if they occur around the same time as the analyzed intervention 
(Shadish et al., 2002). Next, selection bias occurs if the student population changes over time in 
ways that are related to the outcome, a major concern as observable characteristics in Table 3.2 
demonstrate that the student demographic at NECSN changed between intervention periods. The 
above models control for some student characteristics through student-fixed effects and control 
variables, but any unobservable time-invariant confounders will also bias results. Finally, the 
model assumes that time trends are accurately modeled in order to create the best hypothetical 
outcome for the first year of the intervention.  
Robustness Checks 
To provide evidence for the validity of my results, I will complete several robustness 
checks. First, I will run a version of my main model using a hierarchical linear model (i.e., a 
multilevel model) with grade-fixed effects and random effects for the Post variable at the 
individual- and school-level. While I prefer the DiD model due to the presence of student fixed-
effects, this multilevel model will include random effects to account for differences between 
time-periods, students, and schools. Second, I will run the Benjamini-Hochberg (1995) 
procedure to analyze whether I need to modify my p-values to reduce Type 1 (false-positive) 
errors (Thissen et al., 2002). Finally, I will run my main models using quadratic instead of linear 




CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
 This chapter presents the results, organized by the research questions listed in the 
previous chapter. Tables related to the third research question are placed at the end of the section 
for readability. At the end of the chapter, I discuss the results of the robustness checks I 
implemented to ensure the validity of my main results.  
Research Question 1: What Were the Disciplinary Practices, Procedures, and Reported 
Infractions at NECSN Prior to the Intervention, and How Did Suspension Rates Compare 
to Other Settings?  
The NECSN Parent-Student Handbook, largely unchanged from year-to-year in pre-
intervention years (i.e, before the 2014-2015 school year), provides insights into the disciplinary 
landscape before NECSN adopted restorative justice practices. To answer my first research 
question, I first closely analyzed the 2011-2012 Parent-Student Handbook.  
 A frequent theme found throughout the manual, including the first page after the cover, is 
one of choice and commitment. For example, the school’s code of conduct—frequently chanted 
by students at school assemblies—include lines about students “choos[ing] to be here” and their 
responsibility to contribute to the school community. The handbook also contains a Whatever It 
Takes Contract that must be signed by students and parents at the start of the school year. The 
document’s introduction states that NECSN “expects students and their families to commit to 
whatever effort and time is necessary to succeed,” before outlining the “responsibilities and 
expectations that families and students accept when they enroll” in a network school. For 
students, responsibilities include maintaining high grades, attending mandatory after school and 
weekend academic programming (sometimes school-wide, other times only for students 
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struggling academically), following school disciplinary rules and the student dress code, and not 
using personal electronic devices in the school building. For parents, responsibilities include 
doing “whatever it takes to support my child’s success” in fulfilling their own responsibilities.  
 The handbook contains the different tiers of infractions and potential consequences for 
students who do not uphold the responsibilities listed in the Whatever it Takes Contract. The first 
responsibility listed describes the strict uniform policies imposed at NECSN schools. The official 
uniform includes specific shirts, specific-colored pants (belt required) or skirts, specific-colored 
shoes, and socks. Once a student has entered the school building, jackets, coats, and other non-
NECSN-branded outerwear must be taken off within a dozen feet of the building entrance. No 
hats are allowed in the building, with exceptions for religious considerations. If a student shows 
up to school without all components of their uniform, they are sent home unless a parent or 
guardian can come to school to bring appropriate items.   
 One essential part of the school uniform is a student’s lanyard, which carries a student’s 
infraction card. An infraction card tracks minor infractions, typically with six slots where school 
staff can log simple infractions committed by the student, including infractions like chewing 
gum, arriving late to class, using inappropriate language, and more. When a school staff member 
thinks a student has committed one of these minor infractions, they ask the student to supply 
their infraction card. If the student supplies their card and there are multiple slots left, the staff 
member then fills out a slot and returns the card to the student. If the student’s card has only one 
slot left, the staff member collects the filled infraction card and supplies the student with a fresh 
one. Committing a single minor infraction has no direct consequence aside from a mark on this 
card—which must be visible at all times in a students’ lanyard. Every six weeks of school, 
students are given new cards and start fresh, wiping out any infractions on their previous card. 
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Filling an infraction card is considered a Tier 1 infraction—described as “violations that 
negatively impact [NECSN’s] high achievement culture and community of safety, respect, and 
cooperation” in the Parent-Student Handbook. The typical consequence for filling an infraction 
card is a 3-hour after school detention. 
 The next tier of the NESCN disciplinary system—Tier 2 infractions—are labelled in the 
handbook as infractions that “involve actions that significantly impact [NECSN’s] high 
achievement culture and community of safety, respect, and cooperation” [emphasis in original]. 
These more serious infractions include instigating or watching a fight, insubordination (including 
not giving an infraction card to a teacher), or cutting class (see Appendix A.2 for a complete list 
of Tier 2 infractions). Unlike Tier 1 infractions that are handled by daily staff-student 
interactions, Tier 2 infractions trigger the involvement of school disciplinarians (i.e., school 
deans) to resolve an incident. The typical consequences listed by the handbook for a Tier 2 
infraction is a parent/guardian meeting, a suspension, and a disciplinary hearing.  
 Disciplinary hearings, which are attended by school administrators, students, and their 
parents or guardians, “are designed to bring forth all relevant information regarding the 
disciplinary and academic problems facing the student,” according to the Handbook. These 
hearings can lead to further consequences for students, such as suspension, transfer to another 
school in the network, or a recommendation for expulsion.  
 Expulsions are generally reserved for Tier 3 infractions, described as “actions that are 
very serious violations of our Code of Conduct, and/or are criminal violations of state law,” per 
the handbook. These infractions include violations such as fighting, drug possession, theft, and 
more. A student who commits a Tier 3 infraction is recommended to be expelled and 
automatically receives a suspension while the network sets up an expulsion hearing.  
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 The handbook documents how, in the pre-intervention years, NECSN applied a zero-
tolerance philosophy on small and large scales. According to the handbook, both serious and 
minor infractions received proscribed consequences, to the point where students’ behavior was 
constantly surveilled, and if necessary, corrected and documented from the moment they walk 
into the school building: “All students must wear an identification lanyard, including ID and a 
infraction card while in the building…the infraction card in the lanyard provide information 
about students’ behavior.”  
Interestingly, restorative practices are mentioned in parent-student handbooks as far back 
as the 2011-2012 school year. However, their mention is limited to three sentences total in a 40-
page document, including the line: “students who violate our community’s Code of Conduct will 
often face a restorative consequence—an opportunity to give back to the community they 
violated and repair relationships they have damaged”. In conversations I had with school 
administration, they admit that these mentions were not “authentic” to the daily environment at 
NECSN. Staff were not trained in restorative practices in any way, and indeed some 
administrators doubt whether staff knew of its existence in the handbook. If students were given 
consequences like community service as a result of a violation, administrators explained to me 
that these consequences were seen as a punishment for their actions—rather than as a means to 
repair the community and the relationships within them. As described in Chapter Three, it wasn’t 
until the 2014-2015 school year that NECSN attempted to adopt and implement restorative 
justice practices and make restorative practice philosophy part of their school’s culture.  
 Parts of the culture shift at NECSN after adopting restorative justice practices are evident 
in changes to the Parent-Student Handbook. The Parent-Student Handbook for the 2014-2015 
school year begins with a letter from the top administrator of NECSN. While this document does 
 
92 
not explicitly mention restorative justice practices, it does state that NECSN is “redesigning our 
program to provide a richer, more engaging experience for students” while painting staff as “a 
caring, loving community.” Throughout the rest of the Handbook, language surrounding the use 
of restorative practices is more present than that of the pre-intervention handbook—consistent 
with the time and effort the network took to adopting restorative practices in the summer of 
2014. In the handbook, restorative practices are described as a “school-wide culture system” that 
is “a foundation of our program”. Further, the list of potential consequences for infractions now 
lists explicit restorative practices, including circles, restorative conferences, collaborative 
problem solving, and family group decision making. Finally, the Whatever It Takes Contract was 
changed to the Whatever It Takes Pledge. The latter version focuses much more on working hard 
rather than following rules, while also including a section about being a citizen and leader of the 
school community and celebrating success.  
 Despite these changes, the overall structure of the handbook—and of daily life in the 
network—remained the same. The network maintained the same tiered infraction system (with 
many of the same consequences), the same strict uniform guidelines, and the same infraction 
card requirements.  
Descriptive Statistics – Discipline Before Intervention 
The descriptive results shown below, including overall results and results by student 
subgroup, are applied to students in the seven schools that were under NECSN administration in 
the first year of the dataset, 2010-2011 (all other schools in the dataset were taken over by 




In the years leading up to the restorative practices intervention at NECSN, the average 
student received more than ten total infractions a year. As described above, Tier 1 infractions are 
typically given when a student commits six basic infractions (including uniform violations, 
chewing gum, arriving late to class, swearing, and more) within a six-week period and fills an 
infraction card. Table 4.1 displays descriptive statistics on Tier 1 infraction during the pre-
intervention period (2010-2011 school year to the 2013-2014 school year) for all students 




Descriptive Statistics for Annual Tier 1 Infractions Per-Student in Pre-Intervention Years, by 
Student Subgroup 
Subgroup N Mean SD Minimum 25th %ile Median 75th %ile Max 
All Students 19401 7.36 13.13 0 0 2 9 190 
Elementary 8633 3.14* 6.64 0 0 0 3 71 
High School 10769 10.74* 15.79 0 1 5 14 190 
Female 9500 5.38* 10.17 0 0 1 6 115 
Male 9901 9.26* 15.20 0 0 3 12 190 
Black 17689 7.63* 13.25 0 0 2 10 190 
Non-Black 1712 4.62* 11.37 0 0 0 3 116 
IEP 3321 10.08* 16.87 0 0 3 13 142 
Non-IEP 16080 6.80* 12.14 0 0 2 8 190 
Always FRPL 4124 9.02+ 15.50 0 0 2 11 122 
Sometimes FRPL 13672 6.96+ 12.47 0 0 2 9 190 
Never FRPL 1605 6.50+ 11.47 0 0 2 8 101 
Note. Sample includes all student-year observations in the pre-intervention years (2010-2011 school year to the 
2013-2014 school year) for students in the seven schools that were under NECSN control throughout the 
duration of the panel.  
* indicates mean is statistically significantly different than mean in the opposite subgroup (p<.001). 
+ Always FRPL mean is significantly different (p<.001) than non-Always FRPL mean, Sometimes FRPL mean, 
and Never FRPL mean. Sometimes FRPL mean is significantly different (p<.001) than non-Sometimes FRPL 
mean and Always FRPL mean, and is not significantly different from Never FRPL mean. Never FRPL mean is 
significantly different than non-Never FRPL mean (p<.01) and Always FRPL mean (p<.001), and is not 




On average, students received 7.36 Tier 1 infractions a year, with a median of two 
infractions a year and a max of 190 (over 1 infraction per school day for this individual). The 
percentile figures show that the majority of students had two or fewer Tier 1 infractions, while a 
student at the 75th percentile received nine Tier 1 infractions. There were significant differences in 
the Tier 1 infraction rate between multiple different student subgroups. High school students (mean 
= 10.74) received Tier 1 infractions at more than three times the rate of elementary school students 
(mean = 3.14). Male students (mean = 9.26) received significantly higher amounts of Tier 1 
infractions than female students (mean = 5.38), Black students (mean = 7.63) received significantly 
higher Tier 1 infractions than non-Black students (mean = 4.62), and students with IEPs (mean = 
10.08) received significantly higher Tier 1 infractions than students without IEPs (mean = 6.80). 
Students who received free or reduced-price lunch during all of their observations (mean = 9.02) 
received significantly higher Tier 1 infractions than students who either never received free or 
reduced-price lunch (mean = 6.50) and students who sometimes received free or reduced-price 
lunch (mean = 6.96). 
Unsurprisingly, given the increased severity with each tier of infractions, students 
received fewer Tier 2 infractions than Tier 1 infractions on average in the pre-intervention period 
(See Table 4.2). The average student received 2.58 Tier 2 infractions per year, with a median of 
0 infractions. One student received 59 tier 2 infractions in a single year, the maximum of all 
observations and equal to an infraction rate of one every three school days (remarkable given 
that a common consequence of receiving a Tier 2 infraction is suspension).  
The disparities by student subgroups in Tier 1 infractions also occurred with Tier 2 
infractions. High schoolers (mean = 3.50) received significantly more Tier 2 infractions than 
elementary school students (mean = 1.44), male students (mean = 3.11) received significantly 
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more Tier 2 infractions than female students (mean = 2.03), Black students (mean = 2.64) 
received significantly more Tier 2 infractions than non-Black students (mean = 2.01), and 
students with IEPs (mean = 2.26) received significantly more Tier 2 infractions than students 
without IEPs (mean = 2.26). Students who received free or reduced-price lunch during all of 
their observations (mean = 3.18) received significantly more Tier 2 infractions than students who 




Descriptive Statistics for Annual Tier 2 Infractions Per-Student in Pre-Intervention Years, by 
Student Subgroup  
Subgroup N Mean SD Minimum 25th %ile Median 75th %ile Max 
All Students 19401 2.58 5.00 0 0 0 3 59 
Elementary 8633 1.44* 3.43 0 0 0 1 50 
High School 10769 3.50* 5.80 0 0 1 4 59 
Female 9500 2.03* 4.23 0 0 0 2 59 
Male 9901 3.11* 5.58 0 0 1 4 57 
Black 17689 2.64* 4.96 0 0 1 3 59 
Non-Black 1712 2.01* 5.34 0 0 0 1 50 
IEP 3321 4.12* 6.78 0 0 1 5 59 
Non-IEP 16080 2.26* 4.47 0 0 0 2 57 
Always FRPL 4124 3.18+ 6.04 0 0 1 4 59 
Sometimes FRPL 13672 2.43+ 4.68 0 0 0 3 50 
Never FRPL 1605 2.36+ 4.51 0 0 1 3 50 
Note. Sample includes all student-year observations in the pre-intervention years (2010-2011 school year to the 
2013-2014 school year) for students in the seven schools that were under NECSN control throughout the duration 
of the panel.  
* indicates mean is statistically significantly different than mean in the opposite subgroup (p<.001). 
+ Always FRPL mean is significantly different (p<.001) than non-Always FRPL mean, Sometimes FRPL mean, 
and Never FRPL mean. Sometimes FRPL mean is significantly different (p<.001) than non-Sometimes FRPL 
mean and Always FRPL mean, and is not significantly different from Never FRPL mean. Never FRPL mean is 
significantly different than Always FRPL mean (p<.001), and is not significantly different from non-Never FRPL 
mean and Sometimes FRPL mean. 
 
Tier 3 infractions, the most severe infraction at NECSN that includes actions like 
fighting, drug use/possession, assault, and more, occurred relatively infrequently compared to 
Tier 1 and Tier 2 infractions (see Table 4.3). On average, a student in the pre-period received 
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0.023 Tier 3 infractions per year—with a maximum amount of Tier 3 infractions of two 
(unsurprising given that Tier 3 infractions are likely to lead to expulsion according to the Parent-
Student Handbook). Despite the infrequency of Tier 3 infractions, disparities on racial, special 
education, and school-type remained. Specifically, high school students (mean = 0.036) had a 
Tier 3 infraction rate around five times higher than Elementary school students (mean = 0.036), 
Black students (mean = 0.025) had a Tier 3 infraction rate over three times higher than non-
Black students (mean = 0.008), and students with IEPs (mean = 0.039) had nearly double the 
Tier 3 infraction rate of non-IEP students (mean = 0.020). Students who always received free or 
reduced-price lunch received significantly higher Tier 3 infractions than students who did not 
always receive free or reduced-price lunch. The gender disparities observed with Tier 1 and Tier 






Descriptive Statistics for Annual Tier 3 Infractions Per-Student in Pre-Intervention Years, by 
Student Subgroup  
Subgroup N Mean SD Minimum 25th %ile Median 75th %ile Max 
All Students 19401 0.023 0.16 0 0 0 0 2 
Elementary 8633 0.007* 0.08 0 0 0 0 2 
High School 10769 0.036* 0.20 0 0 0 0 2 
Female 9500 0.025 0.16 0 0 0 0 2 
Male 9901 0.022 0.15 0 0 0 0 2 
Black 17689 0.025* 0.16 0 0 0 0 2 
Non-Black 1712 0.008* 0.09 0 0 0 0 1 
IEP 3321 0.039* 0.21 0 0 0 0 2 
Non-IEP 16080 0.020* 0.15 0 0 0 0 2 
Always FRPL 4124 0.036+ 0.20 0 0 0 0 2 
Sometimes FRPL 13672 0.019+ 0.14 0 0 0 0 2 
Never FRPL 1605 0.027+ 0.17 0 0 0 0 2 
Note. Sample includes all student-year observations in the pre-intervention years (2010-2011 school year to the 
2013-2014 school year) for students in the seven schools that were under NECSN control throughout the duration 
of the panel.  
* indicates mean is statistically significantly different than mean in the opposite subgroup (p<.001). 
+ Always FRPL mean is significantly different (p<.001) than non-Always FRPL mean and Sometimes FRPL 
mean, and is not statistically different from Never FRPL mean. Sometimes FRPL mean is significantly different 
than non-Sometimes FRPL mean (p<.001), Always FRPL mean (p<.001), and Never FRPL mean (p<.05). Never 
FRPL mean is significantly different than Sometimes FRPL mean (p<.05), and is not significantly different from 
non-Never FRPL mean and Always FRPL mean. 
 
Suspension Days 
 Suspensions—a possible consequence of Tier 2 infractions as outlined in the 2011-2012 
Parent Student Handbook—occurred less often than Tier 2 infractions but more often than Tier 3 
infractions in pre-intervention years (see Table 4.4). The average student in the network was 
suspended for 0.44 days a year during the pre-period, while most students were not suspended at 






Descriptive Statistics for Annual Days of Out-of-School Suspensions Per-Student in Pre-
Intervention Years, by Student Subgroup 
Subgroup N Mean SD Minimum 25th %ile Median 75th %ile Max 
All Students 19401 0.44 1.30 0 0 0 0 43 
Elementary 8633 0.31* 1.11 0 0 0 0 16 
High School 10769 0.55* 1.42 0 0 0 0 43 
Female 9500 0.35* 1.21 0 0 0 0 43 
Male 9901 0.53* 1.37 0 0 0 0 19 
Black 17689 0.46* 1.33 0 0 0 0 43 
Non-Black 1712 0.25* 0.88 0 0 0 0 10 
IEP 3321 0.60* 1.57 0 0 0 0 43 
Non-IEP 16080 0.41* 1.23 0 0 0 0 22 
Always FRPL 4124 0.52+ 1.34 0 0 0 0 19 
Sometimes FRPL 13672 0.42+ 1.23 0 0 0 0 22 
Never FRPL 1605 0.49+ 1.69 0 0 0 0 43 
Note. Sample includes all student-year observations in the pre-intervention years (2010-2011 school year to the 
2013-2014 school year) for students in the seven schools that were under NECSN control throughout the duration 
of the panel.  
* indicates mean is statistically significantly different than mean in the opposite subgroup (p<.001). 
+ Always FRPL mean is significantly different (p<.001) than non-Always FRPL mean and Sometimes FRPL 
mean, and is not statistically different from Never FRPL mean. Sometimes FRPL mean is significantly different 
than non-Sometimes FRPL mean (p<.001), Always FRPL mean (p<.001), and Never FRPL mean (p<.05). Never 
FRPL mean is significantly different than Sometimes FRPL mean (p<.05), and is not significantly different from 
non-Never FRPL mean and Always FRPL mean. 
 
Most of the disparities between subgroups observed for Tier 1 and 2 infractions are also 
seen with out-of-school suspension days. In the pre-intervention period, high school students 
(mean = 0.55) were given out-of-school suspensions for significantly more days than elementary 
school students (mean = 0.55), male students (mean = 0.53) were suspended for significantly 
more days than female students (mean = 0.35), Black students were suspended for significantly 
more days than non-Black students (mean = 0.25), and students with IEPs (mean = 0.60) were 
suspended for significantly more days that students without IEPs (mean = 0.41). Students who 
always received free or reduced-price lunch were suspended for significantly more days than 
students who did not always receive free or reduced-price lunch. 
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Comparing NECSN to Comparable Settings 
 The descriptive statistics presented above provide a detailed description of the rates of 
disciplinary referrals given to NECSN students before the restorative practices intervention. How 
does this data compare to other comparable settings? While the level of detail in the data used 
above is not available for other contexts, public information on suspension rates can provide 
clues for how NECSN compares. Table 4.5 displays the percentage of students with at least one 
out-of-school suspension in the 2013-2014 school year for four settings: NECSN, a different 
local no-excuses charter school network with similar racial demographics, the local school 
district surrounding NECSN, and the state where NECSN operates.  
 NECSN had significantly higher suspension rates than all other contexts. In the 2013-
2014 school year, 23.5% of students in the NECSN sample received at least one out-of-school 
suspension, compared to 16.1% of students in a nearby no-excuses network in the same city, 
12.1% of students in the local public school district, and 5.9% of students in the state. With the 
exception of non-Black students in the local no-excuses network, NECSN had the highest 
suspension rates out of any context among racial, gender, and disability status student subgroups. 
Although the disparities in figures were often greater in other contexts, the staggering absolute 
rates of suspension at NECSN demonstrates that before the restorative practices intervention, 
NECSN—a majority Black no-excuses charter school network—disciplined and suspended 
students at remarkably higher rates than other comparable settings, including nearly twice as 






Percent of Students with at least one Out-of-School Suspension in the 2013-2014 school year 
 NECSN Local NE 
Network 
Local District State 
All Students 23.5% 16.1% 12.1% 5.9% 
Black Students 24.8% 15.4% 18.8% 17.4% 
Non-Black Students 10.4% 24.8% 4.8% 3.9% 
Male Students 26.8% 18.8% 15.6% 7.8% 
Female Students 20.0% 13.5% 8.4% 3.9% 
Students with IEPs 29.5% 26.8% 15.4% 10.9% 
Students without IEPs 22.0% 13.5% 11.6% 5.0% 
 
School-Level Differences 
 The descriptive data suggest that there are significant differences in outcomes between 
students at elementary schools (defined as schools not serving any grades 9-12) and students in 
high schools (defined as schools serving grades 9-12, including schools serving earlier grades). 
But how much do outcomes vary between schools, rather than within them? Even though all 
schools in NECSN used the same Parent-Student Handbook, are there observable differences in 
school outcomes to suggest that schools may have interpreted and implemented policies in 
significantly different ways?  
 One way to investigate these questions is through calculating the intraclass correlation 
coefficient (ICC) on multilevel models. In an unconditional model (i.e., no coefficients), the ICC 
reveals how much of the variation of an outcome is due to differences at a specific level. In 
conditional models, the ICC can reveal how much of a level’s variation is explained by the 




Level 1: 𝑌𝑖𝑗𝑘 = 𝜋0𝑗𝑘 + 𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑘,     𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑘~𝑁(0, 𝜎
2 ) 
Level 2: 𝜋0𝑗𝑘 = 𝛽00𝑘 + 𝑟0𝑗𝑘,    𝑟0𝑗𝑘~𝑁(0, 𝜏𝜋
2) 
Level 3: 𝛽00𝑘 = 𝛾000 + 𝑢00𝑘,    𝑢00𝑘~𝑁(0, 𝜏𝛽
2) 
The combined model: 𝑌𝑖𝑗𝑘 = 𝛾000 + 𝑢00𝑘 + 𝑟0𝑗𝑘 + 𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑘, 
with Level 1 representing units of time, Level 2 representing students, and Level 3 representing 
schools. The results of the Level 3 ICC for disciplinary outcomes in the pre-years are shown 
below for three samples: 1) the seven schools that were part of NECSN for all four years of the 
pre-period, 2) the three elementary schools in that sample, and 3) the four high schools in that 




Level 3 (School-Level) Unconditional ICC for Disciplinary Outcomes in Pre-Intervention Years 
 Level 3 ICC for Pre-
Intervention Schools 
Level 3 ICC for 
Elementary Schools 
Level 3 ICC for High 
Schools  
Tier 1 Infractions 0.108 0.073 0.000 
Tier 2 Infractions 0.065 0.006 0.015 
Tier 3 Infractions 0.013 0.000 0.004 
OSS Days 0.018 0.003 0.010 
Note: Column two represents the seven schools in the sample that were a part of NECSN for all four pre-
intervention years. Column three represents the three elementary schools that were a part of NECSN for all four pre-
intervention years, and column four represents the four high schools that were a part of NECSN for all four pre-
intervention years. Elementary schools are defined as schools that do not serve any grades after 8 th grade. High 
schools are defined as schools that serve grades 9-12 (e.g., a school that serves grades 7-12 is categorized as a high 
school). There is no middle school category. 
 
Table 4.6 shows that there is relatively little variation between schools in all three 
disciplinary outcomes. One exception is with Tier 1 infractions, where 10.8% of the variation in 
outcomes is due to between-school differences. However, after separating out elementary and 
high schools, this variation is only present in elementary schools, with virtually no variation due 
to school-level differences among high schools. There is even less variation between schools in 
other outcomes. For example, only 1.8% of the variation observed in out-of-school suspension 
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days were due to school-level differences, even before accounting for differences in elementary 
and high schools.   
These results suggest that there are few differences in outcomes that can be explained by 
school-level differences, especially when looking at elementary schools and high schools 
separately. The only exception is with Tier 1 infractions in Elementary schools, where 7.3% of 
the variation in Tier 1 infractions in elementary schools can be explained by between-school 
differences.  
Research Question 2: Main Analyses 
My second research question asks, “what effect did the restorative justice intervention at 
NECSN have on student disciplinary, attendance, and academic outcomes?”. Table 4.7 displays 
the results from the main model analysis for all seven outcomes. These results show a 
statistically significant relationship between each outcome and the first year of the intervention 
in directions that are not beneficial for students. These effects tend to attenuate over time.  
Disciplinary Outcomes 
 I find in my main model that the number of days that a student received out-of-school 
suspension (OSS Days) was decreasing at a rate of half a day a year in the pre-intervention years. 
However, the first year of the intervention was associated with an increase in suspension days by 
0.220 days per student (p < .001), all else being equal. Put in other words, during the 2014-2015 
school year, over one-in-five students at NECSN received an additional suspension day than they 
would have otherwise in the pre-intervention years after accounting for other variables in the 
model. Comparing this increase to the mean amount of suspension days in the year prior, the 
increase experienced in the 2014-2015 school year represents a 36% increase in suspension days. 
In the following years, suspension days decreased, but at a slightly slower rate (0.050, p < .01) 
than the pre-intervention trend.  
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 In the years prior to the intervention, staff at NECSN were reporting significantly fewer 
Tier 1 and Tier 2 infractions year-by-year in the pre-intervention period, while the Tier 3 
infraction rate remained stable. Accounting for the year-by-year trend in pre-intervention years 
and other variables in the model, students on average received 3.072 fewer Tier 1 infractions (p < 
.001), 1.212 fewer Tier 2 infractions (p < .001), and 0.013 more Tier 3 infractions (p < .001) in 
the first year of the intervention. These increases represent a 29% decrease in Tier 1 infractions, 
a 28% decrease in Tier 2 infractions, and a 55% increase in Tier 3 infractions, when compared to 
the mean infraction rate in the year prior to the intervention. In subsequent years, the rate of Tier 
1 and Tier 2 infractions decreased at a rate similar to the pre-trend, while Tier 3 infraction rate 
did not experience changes.  
Attendance Outcomes 
 Both absences and tardies were on the decline in the years leading up to the intervention 
(-2.739, p < .001; and -5.502, p < .001, respectively). However, the first year of the intervention 
was associated with increases in absences (0.506; p < .001) and tardies (1.778; p < .001). 
Compared to the mean outcomes in the year prior to the intervention, these increases represent a 
4% increase in absences and a 12% increase in tardies. In the following years, both absences and 










Results for Full Sample Interrupted Time Series Model with Student Fixed-Effects  







Absences Tardies GPA 
Year Trend (β1) -0.501*** -3.937*** -1.497*** -0.003 -2.739*** -5.502*** 0.204*** 
(0.06) (0.57) (0.23) (0.01) (0.50) (0.61) (0.03)  
       
Post (β2) 0.220*** -3.072*** -1.212*** 0.013*** 0.506*** 1.778*** -0.130*** 
(0.03) (0.21) (0.09) (0.00) (0.15) (0.23) (0.01)  
       
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.050** 0.184 0.050 0.003 0.271** 2.267*** 0.002 
(0.02) (0.13) (0.06) (0.00) (0.10) (0.16) (0.01) 
         
N 65713 65713 65713 65713 65693 65693 37026 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 




Academic Outcomes (GPA)  
 In the pre-intervention years, student GPAs were rising at a rate of 0.204 points a year (p 
< .001). The first year of the intervention was associated with a student GPA decrease of 0.130 
points (p < .001), all else being equal. This represents a 4.6% decrease in GPA scores compared 
to the year prior to the intervention. In subsequent years, GPA scores continued to rise at a 
similar rate seen in the pre-intervention period, returning to pre-intervention figures a year later.  
Summary 
 The first year of the restorative practices intervention at NECSN was associated with an 
increase in suspension days, a decrease in reported less-severe infractions, an increase in 
reported severe infractions, an increase in absences and tardies, and a decrease in GPA. These 
results come after controlling for yearly trends, time-invariant student characteristics (i.e., 
student fixed-effects), grade-level, ELL status, FRPL status, and whether or not a student had an 
IEP. In subsequent years, these changes to student outcomes either remained stable or trended 
back towards levels seen in the pre-intervention time period. The following section demonstrates 
how these results varied for different student subgroups.  
Research Question 3: Subgroup and Heterogeneous Treatment Effects 
 My third research question asks, “how did effects of the restorative justice intervention at 
NECSN on student outcomes differ by student subgroups?” To answer this question, I first ran 
the main model for specific student subgroups to find subgroup effects. I then ran models with 
interaction terms to discover heterogeneous treatment effects based on race, gender, free or 
reduced-price lunch status, and whether or not a student had an IEP. Due to the number and 
length of tables necessary to report results in this section, all tables are placed at the end of the 




 In this section, I present results for main model analysis when I limit the sample to 
specific student subgroups.   
Black and Non-Black 
 Table 4.8 shows results on outcomes for Black students and non-Black students. In 
general, Black students experienced worse outcomes than non-Black students after the onset of 
the intervention. For example, on average, non-Black students did not experience the increase in 
suspension days in the first year of the intervention shown in the main results, while the increase 
for Black students is greater than in the main results. A similar pattern is seen for Tier 3 
infractions, absences, and tardies—where significant results seen in the main results were not 
experienced by non-Black students but were greater in magnitude for Black students.   
Male and Female 
 Across all outcomes, male students had a higher point estimate for the Post variable than 
female students, as shown in Table 4.9. Despite these differences, Female students still 
experienced statistically significant increases in suspension days and tardies, and significant 
decreases in Tier 1 infractions, Tier 2 infractions, and GPA.  
Always, Sometimes, and Never FRPL 
 Table 4.10 shows results on outcomes for students who were always classified as FRPL 
throughout their existence in the dataset, students who were sometimes classified as FRPL, and 
students who were never classified as FRPL. Never FRPL students did not experience statistical 
increases in suspension days that Sometimes and Always FRPL students did 
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IEP and No IEP 
 Table 4.11 displays main analyses results for students with IEPs and students without 
IEPs. Both subgroups of students experienced the same significant results in the Post variable 
seen in the main results, with point estimates varying between the two groups. Interestingly, only 
students with IEPs experienced significant increases in absences, while only non-IEP students 
received significant increases in tardies. Both groups experienced GPA decreases, with slightly 
greater decreases for students without IEPs.  
Elementary and High School 
 Table 4.12 shows subgroup analyses split by whether a student was in an elementary 
school or a high school. Both sets of students experienced increases in suspension days in the 
first year of the intervention, though the increase for high school students (0.271; p < .001) was 
nearly double the increase for elementary school students (0.141; p < .001), with a similar pattern 
occurring for Tier 3 infractions. Changes in tardies and absences seen in the first year of the 
intervention seem to be driven by elementary school students, as high school students did not 
experience significant changes in these outcomes.   
Balanced Schools and Unbalanced Schools 
 Table 4.13 shows the difference in results between schools that were part of NECSN for 
the duration of the seven-year panel (referred to here as balanced schools) and schools that 
entered the network during the panel (unbalanced schools). While both sets of schools 
experienced a significant increase in suspension days associated with the first year of the 
intervention, the magnitude of the increase is nearly three times higher in unbalanced schools 
than the increase experienced by balanced schools (0.440 and 0.153, respectively (p < 0.001)). 
On the other hand, only balanced schools experienced a significant increase in absences (0.812, p 
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< .001) and tardies (3.283, p < .001) in the first year of the intervention. In the following years, 
absences continued to increase in balanced schools while they decreased in unbalanced schools.  
Heterogeneous Treatment Effects (Interaction Models) 
 The following section overviews the results from analytical models containing interaction 
terms between key variables in the main model with student subgroup identifiers in order to 
discover whether there were heterogeneous treatment effects when NECSN adopted their 
restorative justice intervention. In these models, the β2 coefficient represents the association 
between the first year of the restorative practices intervention and the outcome for the subgroup 
not interacted with. The β5 coefficient represents the difference between the first-year effect for 
the interacted subgroup compared to the non-interacted subgroup shown by β2. If β5 is 
statistically different from zero, then the interacted subgroup had a significantly different 
outcome change in the first year of the intervention compared to the first year. The first-year 
effect for the interacted subgroup is calculated by adding the β2 and β5 coefficients.  
Race 
 Table 4.14 displays results for interacted models with the Black student identifier. Black 
students had significantly different effects in the first year of the intervention compared to non-
Black students for three outcomes: OSS Days, Tier 1 Infractions, and Tardies. Specifically, non-
Black students did not experience a significant change in suspension days in the first year of the 
intervention (-0.022, p > .05), while Black students experienced significant increases (0.243, p < 
.001). Black students also experienced greater decreases in Tier 1 infractions and greater 
increases in tardies in the first year of the intervention. In subsequent years, tardies decreased at a 




 Table 4.15 shows that female students experienced significantly different changes in the 
first year of the intervention compared to male students for all four disciplinary outcomes. Both 
groups of students experienced statistically significant increases in suspension days and 
significant decreases in Tier 1 and Tier 2 infractions. However, the magnitude of the point 
estimates for males are over twice as high for suspension days (0.295 for males, 0.140 for 
females; p < .001), nearly 1.5 times as high for Tier 1 infractions (-3.631 for males, -2.467 for 
females), and over twice as high for Tier 2 infractions (-1.647 for males, -0.751 for females; p < 
.001) compared with female students. For male students, 3 out of 10 male students experienced 
an additional day of out-of-school suspension in the first year of the intervention, compared to 
nearly 3 out of 20 female students. Further, female students did not experience a significant 
change in Tier 3 infractions in the first year of the intervention while male students experienced 
significant increases (0.022, p < .001). There were no significant differences in effects between 
male and female students for attendance or academic outcomes. Moreover, post-intervention 
year trends did not differ significantly between the two groups. 
Free or Reduced-Price Lunch Status 
 As shown in Table 4.16, students who were always classified as FRPL had nearly double 
the point estimate in the Post variable for suspension days compared to students who were not 
always classified as FRPL; however, this difference was not statistically significant. Compared 
to students who were not always classified as FRPL, students who were Always FRPL 
experienced significantly greater decreases in Tier 1 and Tier 2 infractions, significantly lower 
decreases in GPA, and significantly lower increases in the number of tardies in the first year of 
the intervention.  
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Special Education Status 
 Finally, Table 4.17 shows interaction models with identifiers for whether students had an 
IEP or not. The two subgroups did not have significant differences in effects for suspension days, 
Tier 3 infractions, and absences. On the other hand, students with IEPs had greater decreases in 
Tier 1 and Tier 2 infractions, lower increases in tardies, and lower decreases in GPA scores. The 
two groups did not have significant differences in their post-intervention year-trend changes in 
any outcome.  
Robustness Checks 
 Table 4.18 displays the results for the multi-level model specification for the main 
analysis. These results are largely consistent with the ITS student fixed-effects shown in Table 
4.7, with some differences in the magnitude of the point estimates. These changes would not 
drastically change my interpretation of the results.  
 The Benjamini-Hochberg procedure, used to correct for potential false-positives, revealed 
that I did not need to reject any significant results found in any of the above tables.   
Overall, results changed slightly when using quadratic year-trends instead of linear year-
trends. For disciplinary outcomes, the direction of the point estimates of interest remained the 
same, with different magnitudes. For example, the main analysis with linear time trends shows 
that suspensions in the first year of the intervention increased by 0.220 days. When using 
quadratic year trends, the figure changes to 0.113 days. Figures for Tier 1 and Tier 2 are similar, 
while the Post estimate for Tier 3 infractions increased from 0.013 using linear year trends to 
0.026 using quadratic year trends. With quadratic trends, the change in absences is no longer 
significant in the first year of the intervention, while the change in tardies is reversed (1.778 
increase using linear year trend, 1.393 decrease using quadratic trends). The sign of the Post 
estimate is also reversed for GPA when using quadratic trends—however, given that the sample 
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for the GPA analysis uses one fewer pre-intervention year (due to missing data), quadratic trends 
may not be appropriate.  
 
Figure 4.1  
Mean GPA vs. Year with Linear Time Trends 
 
 
Further checks reveal that linear time trends are likely more appropriate than quadratic 
time trends for non-disciplinary outcomes. Figure 4.1 below graphs the mean GPA by year for 
students along with fitted linear time trends in the pre- and post-periods. Figure 4.2 graphs the 
same mean GPA by year but instead fits quadratic time trends in the pre- and post- periods. Both 
graphs do not perfectly match up with the main analyses as the fitted time trends do not take into 
account important variables included in the main model, including student fixed-effects, grade 
fixed-effects, and student time-variant characteristics. Regardless, the graphs show that with raw 
annual means, the pre-trend quadratic fit clearly over-fits the data and drastically changes the 
interpretation of the results. This over-fitting is caused by both an uptick in GPA seen in 2013, 
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and the fact that the GPA variable has only three years of pre-intervention data. A similar over-
fitting may occur with the full model, suggesting that linear trends provide a more accurate 
analysis of pre-intervention time trends. This same type of overfitting occurs with the tardies 
outcome, though an overfitting explanation does not occur with absences. Regardless, for all 
outcomes, the overall R-squared value for models using quadratic time trends are largely the 
same as models using linear time trends, providing evidence that quadratic time trends do not 
provide additional value to justify their use over linear time-trends. 
 
Figure 4.2  
Mean GPA vs. Year with Quadratic Time Trends 
 
 
 Taken together, these robustness checks demonstrate that the story the findings tell for 
disciplinary results in main models remains the same when running different types of analysis 
models. The changes between models with and without quadratic year trends for attendance and 
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GPA outcomes does suggest that main analysis results for these outcomes should be interpreted 
with caution, though the above additional analyses provide evidence that linear time trends are 
appropriate.   
Summary of Findings 
 For my first research question (What were the disciplinary practices, procedures, and 
reported infractions at NECSN prior to the intervention, and how did suspension rates compare 
to other settings?), I find that prior to the restorative intervention, the average NECSN student 
received 7.36 Tier 1 (least severe) infractions a year, 2.58 Tier 2 (moderately severe) infractions 
a year, and 0.023 Tier 3 (most severe) infractions a year—indicating that NECSN adhered to a 
broken-windows disciplinary system as described in their parent-student handbook in the pre-
intervention years (i.e., between the 2010-2011 and 2013-2014 school years). NECSN students 
were suspended at high rates. During the 2013-2014 school year, 23.5% of NECSN students 
received at least one out-of-school suspension. This percentage is much higher than figures seen 
in other settings during the same year, including the state where NECSN is located in (5.9%), the 
local traditional public school district surrounding NECSN (12.1%), and a different no-excuses 
charter network located in the same city as NECSN (16.1%). Further, across all infraction and 
suspension data in the pre-intervention years, Black students, male students, students with IEPs, 
and high school students received more reported infractions and suspension days than non-Black 
students, female students, students without IEPs, and elementary school students, respectively. In 
short, before the restorative justice intervention was adopted before the 2014-2015 school year, 
NECSN was a high-suspension school network with significant disciplinary disparities based on 
race, gender, and special education status.  
 For my second research question (What effect did the adoption of restorative justice have 
on student attendance, behavioral infractions, suspensions, and academic performance at 
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NECSN?), I find that the onset of restorative justice policies at NECSN was associated with 
changes in outcomes that are unfavorable for students. Specifically, I find that the onset of the 
intervention (2014-2015) was associated with a 36% increase in suspension days (0.220, p < 
.001), a 29% decrease in Tier 1 infractions (-3.072, p < .001), a 28% decrease in Tier 2 
infractions (-1.212, p < .001), a 55% increase in Tier 3 infractions (0.013, p < .001), a 4% 
increase in absences (.506, p < .001), a 12% increase in tardies (1.778, p < .001), and a 5% 
decrease in GPA (0.130, p <.001), compared to the 2013-2014 school year after controlling for 
pre-intervention time trends and student characteristics. Many of these changes were attenuated 
in the following years of the intervention (i.e., the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 school years). The 
post-intervention year trend revealed a decrease in suspensions, absences, and tardies along with 
an increase in student GPA scores.  
 For my third research question (How did effects of restorative justice on student 
outcomes differ by student subgroups related to race, gender, free or reduced-price lunch status, 
special education status, and grade-level?), I find that the unfavorable outcome changes revealed 
in my second research question often differed between student subgroups. Notable findings 
include: the first year of the intervention was associated with significant increases in suspension 
days for Black (0.243, p <.001), while there was no association for non-Black students did not (-
0.022, p > .05). Both male and female students experienced increases in suspension days that are 
associated with the first year of the intervention, but the increase for male students (0.294, p < 
.001) was over two times larger than the increase for female students (0.138, p < .001). Both 
Black students and male students, the onset of the intervention was associated with an increase in 
Tier 3 infractions, while non-Black students and female students did not experience a significant 
change. Finally, students in unbalanced schools (i.e., schools that did not exist as part of NECSN 
 
115 
for the duration of the seven-year panel) had much higher association between the first year of 
the intervention and suspension days (0.440, p < .001) than students in balanced schools (i.e., 







Tables for Research Question 3: Subgroup Analysis 
Table 4.8  
 
Black & Non-Black Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects      
Outcome Variable:  OSS Days Tier 1 Infractions Tier 2 Infractions Tier 3 Infractions 
Subgroup: Black Non-Black Black Non-Black Black Non-Black Black Non-Black 
Year Trend (β1) -0.522*** -0.266** -4.318*** -0.869 -1.540*** -1.125* -0.004 0.001 
 (0.07) (0.10) (0.62) (1.29) (0.25) (0.55) (0.01) (0.01) 
Post (β2) 0.244*** -0.026 -3.238*** -1.374** -1.242*** -0.857*** 0.014*** 0.007 
 (0.03) (0.05) (0.22) (0.50) (0.10) (0.25) (0.00) (0.00) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.057** -0.008 0.274* 0.145 0.076 -0.099 0.004 0.004 
 (0.02) (0.03) (0.14) (0.29) (0.06) (0.16) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 59604 6109 59604 6109 59604 6109 59604 6109 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 








Table 4.8 (continued)       
       
Black & Non-Black Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects    
Outcome Variable:  Absences Tardies GPA 
Subgroup: Black Non-Black Black Non-Black Black Non-Black 
Year Trend (β1) -3.062*** 0.156 -5.923*** -1.267 0.217*** 0.090 
 (0.53) (1.39) (0.66) (1.43) (0.03) (0.07) 
Post (β2) 0.497** 0.513 1.866*** 0.448 -0.130*** -0.142*** 
 (0.16) (0.45) (0.24) (0.60) (0.01) (0.03) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.287** 0.255 2.406*** 0.899 -0.001 0.006 
 (0.11) (0.35) (0.17) (0.47) (0.01) (0.03) 
N 59584 6109.000 59584 6109 33743 3283 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL status, 








Table 4.9  
 
Female & Male Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects  
Outcome Variable:  OSS Days Tier 1 Infractions Tier 2 Infractions Tier 3 Infractions 
Subgroup: Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male 
Year Trend (β1) -0.381*** -0.572*** -4.052*** -3.839*** -1.489*** -1.479*** 0.006 -0.009 
 (0.10) (0.08) (0.83) (0.75) (0.35) (0.30) (0.01) (0.01) 
Post (β2) 0.138*** 0.294*** -2.440*** -3.617*** -0.772*** -1.632*** 0.002 0.024*** 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.24) (0.33) (0.11) (0.15) (0.00) (0.00) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.024 0.073** -0.004 0.409* -0.032 0.124 0.005 0.002 
 (0.02) (0.03) (0.15) (0.21) (0.07) (0.09) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 32009 33704 32009 33704 32009 33704 32009 33704 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 








Table 4.9 (continued)       
       
Female & Male Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects    
Outcome Variable:  Absences Tardies GPA 
Subgroup: Female Male Female Male Female Male 
Year Trend (β1) -1.818* -3.224*** -5.806*** -5.460*** 0.204*** 0.211*** 
 (0.84) (0.63) (0.94) (0.79) (0.05) (0.03) 
Post (β2) 0.328 0.666** 1.751*** 1.807*** -0.127*** -0.133*** 
 (0.21) (0.22) (0.31) (0.33) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.295* 0.244 2.397*** 2.146*** 0.003 0.001 
 (0.14) (0.14) (0.22) (0.22) (0.01) (0.01) 
N 31997 33696 31997 33696 17982 19044 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL status, 







Table 4.10  
 
Always, Sometimes, & Never FRPL Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects 




















Year Trend (β1) -0.849*** -0.342*** -0.256 -6.005*** -2.960*** -3.229 -2.300*** -0.998*** -1.787* 
 (0.14) (0.07) (0.18) (1.05) (0.72) (1.70) (0.48) (0.28) (0.80) 
Post (β2) 0.271*** 0.156*** 0.119 -4.455*** -2.632*** -6.492*** -1.661*** -1.178*** -1.964** 
 (0.06) (0.03) (0.22) (0.40) (0.25) (1.33) (0.19) (0.11) (0.71) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.067 0.012 -0.129 -0.689* 0.718*** -2.263 -0.349** 0.211** -1.099 
 (0.04) (0.02) (0.18) (0.28) (0.17) (1.32) (0.13) (0.07) (0.98) 
N 28229 33731 3753 28229 33731 3753 28229 33731 3753 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include ELL 








Table 4.10 (continued)       
       
Always, Sometimes, & Never FRPL Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects  
Outcome Variable:  Tier 3 Infractions Absences 
Subgroup: Always FRPL 
Sometimes 
FRPL Never FRPL Always FRPL 
Sometimes 
FRPL Never FRPL 
Year Trend (β1) -0.016 0.004 -0.021 -5.444*** -1.376* -1.711 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.93) (0.62) (1.78) 
Post (β2) 0.016** 0.010* 0.049 0.339 0.293 0.664 
 (0.01) (0.00) (0.03) (0.30) (0.18) (1.23) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.006 0.002 -0.037 0.179 0.110 -5.148*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.04) (0.22) (0.13) (1.10) 
N 28229 33731 3753 28215 33728 3750 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include ELL status, 







Table 4.10 (continued)     
       
Always, Sometimes, & Never FRPL Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects  
Outcome Variable:  Tardies GPA 
Subgroup: Always FRPL 
Sometimes 
FRPL Never FRPL Always FRPL 
Sometimes 
FRPL Never FRPL 
Year Trend (β1) -7.798*** -4.026*** -7.635** 0.208*** 0.197*** 0.233 
 (1.25) (0.72) (2.41) (0.05) (0.03) (0.24) 
Post (β2) 0.272 2.321*** 1.583 -0.093*** -0.151*** -0.373** 
 (0.44) (0.27) (1.42) (0.02) (0.01) (0.13) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 2.163*** 1.897*** -1.100 0.037** -0.006 -0.234 
 (0.33) (0.19) (1.94) (0.01) (0.01) (0.17) 
N 28215 33728 3750 17005 18984 1037 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include ELL status, 








Table 4.11  
 
IEP & Non-IEP Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects 
Outcome Variable:  OSS Days Tier 1 Infractions Tier 2 Infractions Tier 3 Infractions 
Subgroup: IEP Non-IEP IEP Non-IEP IEP Non-IEP IEP Non-IEP 
Year Trend (β1) -0.433*** -0.524*** -2.519** -4.803*** -0.716 -1.790*** 0.009 -0.012 
 (0.11) (0.09) (0.86) (0.75) (0.38) (0.30) (0.02) (0.01) 
Post (β2) 0.195* 0.216*** -4.273*** -2.848*** -1.714*** -1.078*** 0.027** 0.009** 
 (0.08) (0.03) (0.63) (0.21) (0.30) (0.09) (0.01) (0.00) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) -0.024 0.058** -0.076 0.311* -0.179 0.061 0.011 0.001 
 (0.05) (0.02) (0.39) (0.13) (0.16) (0.06) (0.01) (0.00) 
N 12900 52813 12900 52813 12900 52813 12900 52813 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 








Table 4.11 (continued)      
       
IEP & Non-IEP Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects    
Outcome Variable:  Absences Tardies GPA 
Subgroup: IEP Non-IEP IEP Non-IEP IEP Non-IEP 
Year Trend (β1) -2.011* -3.070*** -3.785*** -6.828*** 0.222*** 0.208*** 
 (0.96) (0.64) (0.94) (0.83) (0.05) (0.03) 
Post (β2) 1.417** 0.245 0.609 2.149*** -0.094*** -0.135*** 
 (0.47) (0.16) (0.58) (0.25) (0.02) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.178 0.257* 2.454*** 2.174*** -0.022 0.013 
 (0.30) (0.10) (0.40) (0.17) (0.02) (0.01) 
N 12897 52796 12897 52796 7741 29285 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL status, 








Table 4.12  
 
Elementary & High School Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects 










Year Trend (β1) -0.140 -0.698*** 0.293 -6.028*** -0.371 -2.346*** -0.000 -0.008 
 (0.10) (0.08) (0.77) (0.65) (0.34) (0.29) (0.01) (0.01) 
Post (β2) 0.141*** 0.271*** 0.155 -5.968*** -0.709*** -1.954*** 0.008*** 0.018** 
 (0.02) (0.05) (0.21) (0.34) (0.10) (0.16) (0.00) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.147*** -0.055 0.963*** 0.280 0.089 -0.194* 0.000 0.003 
 (0.02) (0.03) (0.14) (0.20) (0.06) (0.09) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 33973 31740 33973 31740 33973 31740 33973 31740 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 








Table 4.12 (continued)      
       
Elementary & High School Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects   
Outcome Variable:  Absences Tardies GPA 
Subgroup: Elementary High School Elementary High School Elementary High School 
Year Trend (β1) -1.066 -4.154*** -0.992 -7.608*** 0.277*** 0.260*** 
 (0.87) (0.62) (1.26) (0.72) (0.05) (0.03) 
Post (β2) 0.721*** 0.154 3.387*** -0.060 -0.074*** -0.187*** 
 (0.18) (0.26) (0.32) (0.33) (0.01) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.357** 0.144 2.564*** 2.228*** -0.002 0.015 
 (0.12) (0.17) (0.23) (0.23) (0.01) (0.01) 
N 33964 31729 33964 31729 18133 18893 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL status, 







Table 4.13  
 
Balanced & Unbalanced School Subgroup ITS Fixed Effects 
Outcome Variable:  OSS Days Tier 1 Infractions Tier 2 Infractions Tier 3 Infractions 
Subgroup: Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced 
Year Trend (β1) -0.294*** -0.825*** -2.070* -6.326*** -0.934** -2.273*** 0.002 -0.014 
 (0.07) (0.12) (0.81) (0.84) (0.29) (0.40) (0.01) (0.01) 
Post (β2) 0.153*** 0.440*** -1.855*** -4.266*** -0.688*** -1.772*** 0.015*** 0.019** 
 (0.03) (0.07) (0.26) (0.37) (0.11) (0.18) (0.00) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) -0.030 0.240*** 1.087*** -0.410 -0.019 0.147 -0.001 0.012** 
 (0.02) (0.05) (0.17) (0.25) (0.06) (0.12) (0.00) (0.00) 
N 35431 30282 35431 30282 35431 30282 35431 30282 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 








Table 4.13 (continued)      
       
Balanced & Unbalanced Subgroups ITS Fixed Effects    
Outcome Variable:  Absences Tardies GPA 
Subgroup: Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced 
Year Trend (β1) -0.060 -5.748*** -2.612*** -8.618*** 0.195*** 0.246*** 
 (0.60) (0.85) (0.78) (1.01) (0.03) (0.04) 
Post (β2) 0.812*** 0.300 3.283*** 0.512 -0.111*** -0.169*** 
 (0.18) (0.29) (0.28) (0.42) (0.01) (0.02) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.429*** 0.182 2.133*** 2.667*** 0.014 -0.025* 
 (0.12) (0.20) (0.20) (0.29) (0.01) (0.01) 
N 35424 30269 35424 30269 19651 17375 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL status, 







Tables for Research Question 3: Interaction Analysis 
Table 4.14  
 
Main Model with Black Student Subgroup Interactions 







Absences Tardies GPA 
Year Trend (β1) -0.435*** -4.600*** -1.655*** -0.008 -2.184*** -4.727*** 0.248*** 
 (0.07) (0.62) (0.26) (0.01) (0.54) (0.66) (0.04) 
Post (β2) -0.022 -1.273** -0.783** 0.008 0.460 0.541 -0.152*** 
 (0.04) (0.47) (0.24) (0.00) (0.42) (0.57) (0.03) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) -0.022 -0.328 -0.073 0.004 -0.204 0.759 -0.001 
 (0.03) (0.30) (0.15) (0.00) (0.32) (0.42) (0.03) 
Year Trend * Black (β4) -0.069** 0.704** 0.167 0.005* -0.613* -0.845** -0.048 
 (0.02) (0.26) (0.12) (0.00) (0.25) (0.32) (0.03) 
Post * Black (β5) 0.265*** -1.979*** -0.471 0.006 0.032 1.336* 0.023 
 (0.05) (0.51) (0.26) (0.01) (0.45) (0.61) (0.03) 
Year Trend * Post * Black (β6) 0.079* 0.597 0.144 -0.001 0.502 1.654*** 0.000 
 (0.03) (0.33) (0.16) (0.00) (0.34) (0.45) (0.03) 
N 65713 65713 65713 65713 65693 65693 37026 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 








Table 4.15  
 
Main Model with Gender Subgroup Interactions 







Absences Tardies GPA 
Year Trend (β1) -0.526*** -3.845*** -1.423*** -0.005 -2.781*** -5.376*** 0.202*** 
 (0.07) (0.58) (0.24) (0.01) (0.50) (0.62) (0.03) 
Post (β2) 0.295*** -3.631*** -1.647*** 0.022*** 0.690** 1.745*** -0.132*** 
 (0.04) (0.33) (0.14) (0.00) (0.21) (0.32) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.073** 0.483* 0.131 0.001 0.269 2.071*** 0.003 
 (0.03) (0.20) (0.08) (0.00) (0.14) (0.22) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Female (β4) 0.058* -0.505** -0.191** 0.003 0.100 -0.487* 0.014 
 (0.02) (0.16) (0.06) (0.00) (0.12) (0.19) (0.01) 
Post * Female (β5) -0.155** 1.164** 0.896*** -0.019** -0.378 0.083 0.003 
 (0.05) (0.39) (0.18) (0.01) (0.29) (0.43) (0.02) 
Year Trend * Post * Female (β6) -0.047 -0.609* -0.168 0.004 0.005 0.413 -0.002 
 (0.03) (0.25) (0.11) (0.00) (0.19) (0.30) (0.01) 
N 65713 65713 65713 65713 65693 65693 37026 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 








Table 4.16  
 
Main Model with Always FRPL Subgroup Interactions 







Absences Tardies GPA 
Year Trend (β1) -0.481*** -4.071*** -1.522*** -0.002 -2.631*** -5.490*** 0.220*** 
 (0.06) (0.57) (0.23) (0.01) (0.50) (0.61) (0.03) 
Post (β2) 0.164*** -2.684*** -1.190*** 0.011** 0.292 2.299*** -0.151*** 
 (0.03) (0.25) (0.11) (0.00) (0.18) (0.27) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.019 0.760*** 0.199** 0.002 0.065 1.882*** -0.006 
 (0.02) (0.17) (0.07) (0.00) (0.12) (0.19) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Always FRPL (β4) -0.040 0.602* 0.245* -0.003 -0.076 0.215 -0.056*** 
 (0.04) (0.25) (0.11) (0.00) (0.20) (0.30) (0.01) 
Post * Always FRPL (β5) 0.132 -1.774*** -0.438* 0.005 0.228 -1.651** 0.058** 
 (0.07) (0.46) (0.21) (0.01) (0.35) (0.52) (0.02) 
Year Trend * Post * Always FRPL (β6) 0.069 -1.582*** -0.524*** 0.003 0.292 0.553 0.042** 
 (0.05) (0.33) (0.14) (0.00) (0.25) (0.38) (0.01) 
N 65713 65713 65713 65713 65693 65693 37026 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include ELL 








Table 4.17  
 
Main Model with IEP Subgroup Interactions 







Absences Tardies GPA 
Year Trend (β1) -0.491*** -3.887*** -1.456*** -0.003 -2.774*** -5.375*** 0.197*** 
 (0.07) (0.58) (0.24) (0.01) (0.50) (0.62) (0.03) 
Post (β2) 0.221*** -2.767*** -1.071*** 0.009** 0.360* 2.166*** -0.145*** 
 (0.03) (0.21) (0.09) (0.00) (0.16) (0.25) (0.01) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.065*** 0.285* 0.091 0.001 0.342*** 2.222*** -0.001 
 (0.02) (0.14) (0.06) (0.00) (0.10) (0.17) (0.01) 
Year Trend * IEP (β4) -0.017 0.108 -0.009 -0.005 0.073 -0.185 0.051*** 
 (0.04) (0.25) (0.11) (0.00) (0.20) (0.28) (0.01) 
Post * IEP (β5) -0.002 -1.499* -0.680* 0.018 0.680 -1.814** 0.065** 
 (0.08) (0.62) (0.30) (0.01) (0.46) (0.60) (0.02) 
Year Trend * Post * IEP (β6) -0.052 -0.346 -0.113 0.010 -0.370 0.395 -0.013 
 (0.05) (0.38) (0.16) (0.01) (0.30) (0.41) (0.02) 
N 65713 65713 65713 65713 65693 65693 37026 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include FRPL 





Robustness Check Table 
Table 4.18  
 
Full Sample Multilevel Model - Robustness Check   







Absences Tardies GPA 
Year Trend (β1) -0.097*** 0.582*** 0.426*** -0.002* -0.321*** -1.096*** 0.032*** 
 (0.01) (0.08) (0.03) (0.00) (0.06) (0.09) (0.00) 
Post (β2) 0.235*** -2.482** -1.108** 0.015* 0.908 2.813* -0.145*** 
 (0.06) (0.84) (0.35) (0.01) (0.64) (1.10) (0.03) 
Year Trend * Post (β3) 0.040** 0.330** -0.080 0.005** 0.535*** 2.660*** -0.013* 
 (0.01) (0.10) (0.05) (0.00) (0.09) (0.13) (0.01) 
N 65713 65713 65713 65713 65693 65693 37026 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; See Chapter Three for complete discussion of samples used for each outcome variable. Covariates include 




CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
Early quantitative studies on restorative justice practices in schools have documented 
mostly positive effects on student disciplinary outcomes and mixed results on academic 
outcomes (Augustine et al., 2018; Darling-Hammond et al., 2020; Gonzalez, 2015). While other 
work has looked into the effects of restorative justice in traditional public-school settings, I 
extend their work here to examine disciplinary, attendance, and academic outcomes when a no-
excuses charter school setting attempts to shift its disciplinary philosophy and adopt restorative 
justice practices. In this chapter, organized by research question, I discuss the results within the 
context of the existing literature and implications for policy and practice. My dissertation ends 
with a discussion on the limitations of the study as well as directions for future research.  
Discussion of Findings 
Research Question 1: Descriptive Analysis of Pre-Intervention Disciplinary Practices  
 The findings of my first research question showed that before adopting restorative justice 
practices, NECSN had a highly structured disciplinary system and suspended students at a high 
rate, with large racial and gender-based disparities. NECSN had a very rigid disciplinary 
structure in the pre-intervention school years, with clear and detailed lists of rules and the 
consequences for breaking them. My results also show that students were corrected frequently in 
the pre-intervention period, indicated by a high frequency of reported lower-level infractions. 
Especially in high school, NECSN’s staff were “sweating the small stuff” with their broken-
windows-theory approach to discipline (Golann, 2015; Wilson & Kelling, 2003). The multilevel 
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model analysis also shows evidence that NECSN operated as a top-down system, with little 
meaningful variation in discipline statistics among schools in the network. 
 While some no-excuses schools do not suspend their students at high rates—for example, 
Dream Academy, the site of Golann’s (2015) research—NECSN suspended students at a much 
higher rate compared to schools in its state, its surrounding traditional public school district, and 
a nearby no-excuses system in the same city. Specifically, 23.5% of students at NECSN received 
at least one out-of-school suspension in the 2013-2014 school year, the year before adopting 
restorative practices. Further, as seen in other settings across the country (e.g., Barret et al., 2017; 
Fabelo et al., 2011; Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019; Losen, 2011), there were notable disparities in 
2013-2014 suspension rates by race (24.8% for Black students, 10.4% for non-Black students), 
gender (26.8% for male students, 20.0% for female students), and special education status 
(29.5% for students with IEPs, 22.0% for students without IEPs). While these disparities are not 
unique to NECSN or no-excuses schools generally, these relatively high raw percentages 
demonstrate that NECSN was, at best, suspending all students at remarkably high rates or, at 
worst, exacerbating already existing inequalities.  
Before the intervention, NECSN had been praised by local and national figures for taking 
over schools with low-test scores and dramatically improving them in a short amount of time. 
The contrast between NECSN’s high test scores and high disciplinary rates raises the question of 
whether NECSN’s disciplinary system was necessary to realize their academic success. Beyond 
their strict disciplinary systems, no-excuses schools are known to have data-driven instruction, 
relatively longer school days and years, after-school tutoring, additional financial resources, and 
a young, dedicated teaching force (Torres & Golann, 2018). There is little to no evidence in the 
existing research literature that suggests no-excuses discipline systems are associated with higher 
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standardized test scores (Golann & Torres, 2018). Instead, evidence supports that no-excuses 
discipline systems, such as the one in place at NECSN in the pre-intervention years, damage 
students’ social and behavioral skills (Golann, 2015; Golann & Torres, 2018; Goodman, 2013; 
Sondel, 2016). While my study does not answer the question of whether no-excuses disciplinary 
systems contribute to academic success, it does reveal the staggeringly high rates of overall 
discipline at NECSN before adopting restorative practices, and the fact that Black students in the 
network received significantly more suspension days than non-Black students.  
The high suspension rates at NECSN in the pre-intervention period is all the more 
concerning given the negative effects of suspensions on an array of student outcomes, from 
academic achievement to dropout rates to increased contact with the juvenile justice system 
(Fabelo et al., 2011, Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019; Losen, 2016; Rumberger & Losen, 2016). Despite 
the evidence of the negative effects of disciplinary systems at no-excuses schools, some 
researchers and policy makers continue to hail the benefits of the no-excuses charter school 
model and call for an expansion of no-excuses practices in traditional public-school spaces (e.g., 
Cohodes, 2018). However, these stakeholders rarely reveal the exact practices and structures 
they wish to apply to traditional public schools (Torres & Golann, 2018). Future research should 
seek to identify the specific aspects of no-excuses schools—e.g., extended school days or 
calendar years, after-school tutoring, additional financial resources—that lead to academic 
success, so that those seeking to replicate the academic successes seen in the no-excuses model 
do not also replicate the negative consequences of their disciplinary philosophy. Even NECSN, 
which was praised for its academic successes before the restorative intervention, saw drawbacks 
to its disciplinary philosophy and made an intentional shift in school practices.   
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Research Question 2: Impact of Restorative Intervention on Student Outcomes 
The main model analysis of this study finds that the first year of the restorative 
intervention at NECSN is associated with undesirable changes in student outcomes, including an 
increase in suspension days, lower attendance, and a drop in grades. Over the four years before 
the intervention, suspension days, reported lower-level infractions, absences, and tardies were 
decreasing and students’ GPAs were increasing. My results show that the first year of the 
intervention, is associated with an increase in suspension days, reported severe infractions, 
absences, and tardies and a decrease in reported lower-level infractions and GPAs. In the 
following years, suspension days, reported lower-level infractions, absences, and tardies 
decreased again while GPAs increased, reversing many of the changes seen in the first year (see 
Table 4.7).  
Considering the non-disciplinary outcomes analyzed in the main model, the exact reasons 
why GPAs decreased and absences and tardies increased is unknown. However, existing 
literature supports the hypothesis that the disciplinary outcomes may have driven the effects 
observed in the non-disciplinary outcomes. Previous research shows that suspensions affect 
academic performance and attendance (Lacoe & Steinberg, 2019; Losen & Whitaker, 2018). It is 
possible that the increase in suspensions is at least partially responsible for the decrease in 
academic performance and increase in absences and tardies seen here. To test for this possibility, 
I ran a post-hoc analysis on non-academic outcomes that revised the main model to include 
suspension days as an independent variable in the model. The results found that the increase in 
absences was no longer statistically significant once accounting for suspension days, while 
results for GPAs and tardies were largely the same. This suggests that, independent of 
suspension days, the restorative intervention is associated with increased lateness and decreased 
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grades. Perhaps the restorative intervention negatively affected school climate at NECSN 
schools. Previous research in urban settings akin to NECSN has shown a relationship between 
school climate (e.g., communication, school leadership, respect, communication, engagement, 
expectations) and academic achievement (Davis & Warner, 2015). If NECSN experienced the 
same staff resistance to restorative interventions seen in other settings (Karp & Breslin, 2001; 
Watanabe & Blume, 2015), then resistance and resentment may have led to a negative learning 
environment for students, spilling over into academic and lateness outcomes. Without more 
evidence, however, exact mechanisms remain unknown.  
The decreases seen in suspension days prior to the intervention may represent micro-
implementation of a disciplinary shift before a restorative justice policy was formally adopted. 
NECSN adopted restorative justice practices in part due to internal and external concerns over 
disciplinary rates, and it is conceivable that the decreases seen pre-intervention are a result of 
teachers shifting disciplinary practices on their own at the classroom level. Yet, despite the pre-
intervention trend, the suspension rate in the year prior to the intervention (the 2013-2014 school 
year) was still high, with 23.5% of all students in the network having been suspended at least 
once. Further, while suspension days were decreasing in the pre-intervention years, the reported 
lower-level infractions were increasing, suggesting that if teachers and staff were reticent to 
suspend students, they were still willing to “sweat the small stuff” and apply less severe 
consequences than suspension.  
The first year of the intervention saw significant increases in suspension days and 
reported severe infractions, with significant decreases in reported lower-level infractions. These 
findings suggest that teachers did not “sweat the small stuff” as much as in previous years, but 
maintained punitive disciplinary practices that are incompatible with restorative justice theory. 
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Importantly, a post-hoc analysis of the number of suspension incidents instead of suspension 
days reveals that the number of suspension incidents did not meaningfully change in the first 
year of the intervention. This indicates that students were not more likely to receive a suspension 
during the first year of the intervention, but when they did receive a suspension, it lasted 
significantly longer than it would have under the counterfactual without the intervention. The 
discrepancy between incidents and days can be explained in part by the increase in severe 
infractions, since longer suspensions are typically given for more severe infractions. Another 
potential explanation may be related to how teachers and staff conceptualized accountability. 
Disciplinarians at NECSN were accustomed to providing students with punitive accountability 
on a daily basis through lower-level infractions, but the restorative intervention discouraged this 
practice. In response, disciplinarians may have chosen to instill accountability through longer 
punishments that were deemed acceptable under the restorative intervention.  
Further, as discussed in Chapter Two (pp. 49-55), the restorative justice training materials 
used by the IIRP, the institution that trained higher-level administrators at NECSN, have been 
criticized for framing restorative justice from an understanding of control, surveillance, and 
punishment instead of through relationship building, trust, and community-built accountability 
(Vaandering, 2013). Vaandering argues that these materials have been used by educators to 
justify the use of punitive practices in a restorative system. Scholars of restorative justice in 
education have consistently stated that punitive measures—administrators unilaterally assigning 
a consequence to a student as a punishment for an infraction—do not belong in a school 
community that is fully committed to the restorative justice paradigm (Davis, 2019; Evans & 
Vaandering, 2016; Llewellyn & Llewellyn, 2015; Vaandering, 2013; Wadhwa, 2015; Winn, 
2018). Yet, if training materials provide teachers and staff with different expectations of what a 
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restorative environment could look like, perhaps staff at NECSN took advantage of the punitive 
tools still available to them when a student committed a more severe infraction that they deemed 
required punitive measures. As described by Winn (2018), the mix of restorative justice practices 
and punitive practices has complicated previous attempts of adopting restorative justice in other 
settings: 
But the bigger problem was that schools were required to follow punitive 
discipline processes in tandem with “doing” restorative justice, or RJ, which 
meant those traditional processes could undermine restorative justice. In other 
words, for a school to operate under a restorative justice paradigm, it must abolish 
the suspension and expulsion process and use restorative justice processes to 
respond to harm. (p. 18) 
NECSN, however, did not abolish these punitive disciplinary practices, they merely discouraged 
staff from using them in the way they had been previously used, while adopting other 
components of restorative justice practices such as the use of circles and restorative 
conversations.  
NECSN was not the first no-excuses school to adopt restorative justice practices to 
address internal or external concerns over high suspension rates (Schwartz, 2017; Vara-Orta, 
2018). Yet, as this dissertation shows, changing disciplinary practices in no-excuses schools is 
not simple, and no-excuses schools may cling to old structures that are not compatible with a 
system based on restorative justice theory. Indeed, an analysis of NECSN’s Parent-Student 
Handbook from after the restorative justice intervention, including a comparison with its 
previous version, shows that many of the no-excuses structures of NECSN were not changed. As 
I reveal in Chapter Four, the 2014-2015 version of the handbook added restorative language not 
seen in pre-intervention versions, while maintaining the same tiered infraction system and many 
of the same consequences. Students were still required to adhere to a strict uniform protocol, and 
carry an infraction card that would list all of the infractions they committed throughout the day. 
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The staff hierarchy at the network- and school-levels did not change. School administrators were 
trained by restorative justice experts from IIRP, while teachers and other staff were provided 
second-hand training from these administrators—the same administrators who, a year earlier, 
had praised the no-excuses punitive discipline system and evaluating teachers on how well they 
used it. None of the individual schools nor the network as a whole hired a restorative justice 
expert to facilitate new practices to be used. Neither school staff nor administrators received 
additional training after the summer of 2014. With this context in mind, it may be accurate to 
describe the restorative justice paradigm at NECSN as “no-excuses in restorative justice 
clothing.”  
Comparing the restorative adoption at NECSN with the RAND randomized controlled 
trial study at Pittsburgh Public Schools (PPS) (Augustine et al., 2018) reveals further insights. 
Both systems adopted restorative practices over a single year and used training from IIRP to 
guide their interventions. Yet, while NECSN saw almost all negative outcomes in the first year 
of the intervention, PPS saw decreases in suspensions and lower racial disparities in suspensions 
(Augustine et al., 2018). What were the differences in the rollouts in the two settings? As I did 
not conduct an implementation study, the nuances of the differences in the two sites are unknown 
to me. However, the available evidence does suggest that one main difference was training. 
While only administrators at NECSN received training directly from IIRP experts, all staff at 
PPS were required to attend between two to four days of training directly from IIRP. In addition, 
teachers and staff at PPS also had access to further training and professional development 
materials from the IIRP, and each PPS school was also assigned a coach from IIRP who visited 
schools at least twice a year. During these visits, IIRP coaches would meet with the principal and 
teachers to discuss challenges of restorative justice implementation and ways to work through 
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them. PPS teachers also attended monthly professional development sessions geared towards 
restorative justice, and staff members were able to receive additional training before the second 
year of implementation.  
These stark differences in the implementation model at NECSN and PPS show how PPS 
made a greater financial and personal commitment to restorative justice practices than NECSN 
did. While a complete picture of NECSN’s implementation of restorative practices is beyond the 
scope of this study, the fact that many disciplinary structures remained the same throughout the 
transition likely added to confusion for teachers and staff when they were making sense of the 
restorative policy (Spillane et al., 2002; Weick, 1995). For example, students still had infraction 
cards and the infraction system remained. How were teachers supposed to follow a restorative 
philosophy that rejects punitive punishments while at the same time adhering to an old 
disciplinary system that prioritized punitive consequences? As restorative justice scholars have 
consistently indicated (Davis, 2019; Evans & Vaandering, 2016; Llewellyn & Llewellyn, 2015; 
Winn, 2018), restorative justice practices should be approaches as a cultural paradigm shift in 
how relationships are formed and harm is addressed, rather than as an alternative to disciplinary 
procedures. Incidents of misbehavior should be addressed as a community in order to 
collectively understand what harm was done, who was affected, and how the community can 
move forward to address and repair the harm. How can students believe that NECSN treats them 
with respect, dignity, and mutual concern when they must carry an infraction card that publicly 
lists the misbehaviors they allegedly committed (Evans & Vaandering, 2016; Goodman, 2013)? 
The restorative philosophy is incompatible with the no-excuses inspired punitive consequences 
and structures maintained at NECSN, and the confusion around the network’s commitment to the 
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restorative philosophy may have contributed to the undesirable outcomes seen in the first year of 
the intervention.  
The weak commitment to restorative justice practices at NECSN, especially when 
compared to the intervention at PPS, may have led to NECSN reverting to past practices in the 
later years of the intervention. This hypothesis would help explain the reversion in outcomes 
seen in the second and third year of the intervention, specifically when reported lower-level 
infractions increased again. Conversely the decrease in suspension days after the first year of the 
intervention may signal that NECSN needed time to fully adhere to the restorative philosophy—
a common recommendation from restorative justice researchers and theorists alike (Augustine et 
al., 2018; Wadhwa, 2015; Winn, 2018). 
Based on the findings from this section, future policy makers and practitioners that adopt 
restorative justice practices can learn from the NECSN experience in three key ways. First, 
policies should be clear and consistent with the existing structures and systems used in daily 
routines. Second, restorative policies should address more than just discipline, adhering to a 
culture of relationship building and harm repairment. Third, a commitment to restorative justice 
practices requires a financial commitment to fund a position whose main responsibilities are 
facilitating a restorative culture in schools and annual training facilitated by an expert for all 
staff. Of course, such a commitment is difficult in an education system already rife with public 
disinvestment and difficult financial choices. Augustine et al. (2018) report that the IIRP coaches 
in PPS cost $3,400 per day for a full day of coaching at one school—a non-trivial cost that many 
districts and networks cannot afford.  
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Research Question 3: Subgroup and Heterogeneous Treatment Effects 
 Subgroup analyses and interaction models demonstrate key disparities in disciplinary 
outcomes in the first year of the restorative intervention. The increase in suspension days 
associated with the first year of the intervention was borne by increases for Black students. Non-
Black students did not experience any significant changes in suspension days. Both male and 
female students experienced an increase in the number of suspension days in the first year of the 
intervention; the increase for male students was 113% higher than the increase for female 
students (Table 4.9). Suspension increases in the first year of the intervention occurred in both 
high schools and elementary schools, though the increase in high schools was 92% higher than 
the increase seen in elementary schools (Table 4.12).  
 The widening racial and gender disparities in suspensions is striking, especially since 
these disparities were already notable in the pre-intervention years. Yet, the increase in 
disparities is not wholly surprising, as prior research has shown that restorative justice does not 
decrease or even maintain racial disparities in suspensions in all settings (Anyon et al., 2016; 
Davison et al., 2019). Davison et al. (2019) found that restorative justice implementation in 
Pacific City schools (a pseudonym) was associated with a decrease in suspensions for White 
students and a non-significant increase in suspensions for Black students. The authors argued 
that restorative justice practices in their setting may have been more beneficial for White 
students than Black students for two key reasons. First, while Pacific City schools adopted 
restorative justice to address racial disparities in discipline, the materials and policies they used 
contained race-neutral and colorblind language, thereby failing to critically analyze how 
restorative justice would lead to decreased disparities. Second, Pacific City schools implemented 
restorative justice measures within an existing disciplinary system, ensuring that disciplinary 
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outcomes were subject to the implicit and explicit biases that created racial disparities in the first 
place.  
Both of these findings are relevant to the NECSN context. The word “race” (along with 
other related words) only appeared once in the NECSN Parent-Student Handbook—in relation to 
the network’s Equal Opportunity Policy. The IIRP, the organization that trained NECSN 
administrators, has been criticized by restorative justice scholars for using race-neutral, punitive-
based language and for failing to contextualize their trainings in local context (Llewellyn & 
Llewellyn, 2015; Vaandering, 2013). As discussed earlier, NECSN embedded restorative justice 
practices within their existing no-excuses disciplinary system. Therefore, it is plausible that the 
increase in racial disparities in suspension days seen at NECSN after adopting restorative 
practices can be explained by a lack of intentionality when addressing racial disparities (beyond 
merely adopting restorative practices) and a failure to shed the structures and routines that had 
created the disparities. Given that the majority of NECSN staff is White, the majority of NECSN 
students are Black, and that staff had been previously trained and evaluated using a framework of 
constant punishment and correction, the failure to acknowledge and address implicit biases 
served to maintain the criminalization of Blackness in these schools (Diamond & Lewis, 2019; 
Ferguson, 2000).  
 Gender disparities existed in the pre-intervention years at NECSN and widened during 
the first year of the restorative intervention. A post-hoc analysis suggests that these findings were 
largely borne by race. The suspension day increase for Black boys was three times that of 
students who were not Black boys, and there were no gender disparities between non-Black boys 
and non-Black girls. Boys who were non-Black had no associated increases in suspension days, 
while the increase in suspension days for Black girls was statistically significant. Black boys and 
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Black girls were suspended at a disproportionately high rate and for more days before the 
intervention, and in the first year of the intervention, these groups fared significantly worse than 
classmates who were non-Black. These suspension rates match the disparities and experiences 
seen across the country (Diamond & Lewis, 2019; Ferguson, 2000; Losen, 2011) and 
demonstrate that merely adopting some aspect of restorative justice practices is not a silver-bullet 
solution to closing or even reducing these gaps.   
 Scholars have routinely called for a more critical implementation of restorative justice 
practices (Davis, 2019; Evans & Vaandering, 2016; Vaandering, 2013; Wadhwa, 2015; Winn, 
2018). Practitioners and policy makers who seek to address racial disparities in suspensions 
through restorative practices should take note of the literature, including this dissertation, which 
finds that restorative justice may benefit non-Black students more or as much as Black students 
(Anyon et al., 2016; Davison et al., 2019). The current research literature as a whole is decidedly 
mixed on whether or not restorative justice practices decrease, increase, or maintain racial and 
gender disparities in suspensions. To avoid exacerbating inequalities, those implementing 
restorative justice practices in schools in the future must ensure structures and policies are made 
with an acknowledgement of systemic racism, and have a plan to combat the structures and 
policies that manifest systemic inequality inside the classroom.  
Limitations & Directions for Future Research 
 There are several limitations to this work that warrant discussion. First and foremost, as I 
did not conduct an implementation study of restorative justice practices at NECSN, I am limited 
in my ability to make causal claims between the intervention and the findings I see, as well as to 
understand mechanisms, caveats, and nuances for why these findings may have occurred. 
Through looking at internal and external documents related to the intervention, reading media 
articles that reported on the intervention, and talking to administrators and staff at NECSN to 
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understand the context of the intervention, I am able to pinpoint the time and specific 
components of the restorative intervention at NECSN (see pages 74-77). I know that the 
restorative intervention happened at NECSN schools, and have examples for the components 
working in practice across the network. However, knowing the components of the adoption and 
anecdotal evidence of implementation mentioned in news articles and personal communication is 
not equivalent to a systematic implementation analysis. I do not know the extent to which 
teachers and staff implemented the components of restorative justice (e.g., how often were 
circles used, and how did the use of circles differ between classrooms, schools, and school 
years?), nor do I have a systematic understanding of the experiences of staff, students, and 
administrators during the restorative intervention. Qualitative evidence through observations and 
interviews would have provided me with more intimate knowledge of the exact practices used 
and how students, teachers, and staff reacted and adapted to them. This qualitative evidence 
would likely provide further insights to explain the mechanisms for the quantitative findings 
described above. Unfortunately, this evidence was not available to me for reasons outside of my 
control. Because of the lack of this evidence, I suggest caution when interpreting my complicated 
findings. My findings suggest that the restorative intervention at NECSN was associated with 
negative outcomes for students, especially Black students, in the first year of the intervention and 
which attenuated over time. In this chapter, I have presented possible mechanisms and 
implications for my findings based on evidence in the data available to me and connections to 
existing research literature. While I contend that these implications are important to 
understanding how adopting restorative components may not always lead to positive student 
outcomes, particularly for Black students, my main limitation is my inability to hone in on how 
implementation-related factors at NECSN contributed to my findings. 
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 The quantitative analysis used in this model relies heavily on the assumption that no other 
events that would have affected outcomes occurred concurrent with the restorative justice 
intervention (i.e., around the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years). While I do not know of 
any such incidents or initiatives, it is still possible that they occurred, biasing my results and 
potentially misattributing my results to the restorative intervention when something altogether 
unrelated is the primary cause. To investigate the possibility of such an event, I analyzed whether 
the local school district and/or the state experienced increases in suspensions in the 2014-2015 
school year. I found that while suspension days increased and suspension incidents did not 
significantly change in NECSN, suspension rates decreased in the local school district 
surrounding NECSN, as well as in the state where NECSN is located. Despite the evidence that 
this post-hoc analysis provides, my quantitative findings still describe associative relationships 
instead of causal relationships between the restorative intervention and student outcomes.  
 As the literature on restorative justice practices continues to grow, researchers should 
seek research designs that combine robust quantitative measures with qualitative evidence 
through observations, interviews, and surveys. Mixed methods studies that put equal weight on 
quantitative and qualitative methods and findings (e.g., a convergent parallel design) are 
necessary to ensure that the experience and perspectives of students and staff who undergo 
restorative justice interventions are not lost. Such studies may not only provide more evidence to 
bolster understanding of restorative justice implementation in different contexts, but also provide 
evidence for what aspects of restorative justice practice are more successful than others. Few 
settings that claim to adopt restorative justice practices adhere to key tenets of restorative justice 
theory as described by scholars (see Chapter Two, page 55). Just as some aspects of no-excuses   
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schools may lead to positive outcomes while others lead to negative ones, understanding what 
components of restorative justice work or do not work under certain contexts will help bring the 





APPENDIX A: LIST OF TIER 1, 2, AND 3 INFRACTIONS  
Table A.1  
 
List of Tier 1 Infractions at NECSN (2010-2011 to 2016-2017) 
  Frequency 
Percent of 
All Tier 1 
Infractions 
Filled Infraction Card 319,523 58.74 
No Infraction Card 81,097 14.91 
Minor Misbehavior 69,516 12.78 
FYI 51,014 9.38 
Major Late (to class) 19,122 3.52 
Cell Phone Turned In 2,016 0.37 
Inadequate Reflection 1,671 0.31 
Office Hours Cut 2 0 
Total 543,961 100 
Note. FYI occurs when teachers report something to an administrator who then later issues a Tier 
1 Infraction to a student.   
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Table A.2  
 
List of Tier 2 Infractions at NECSN (2010-2011 to 2016-2017) 
  Frequency 
Percent of All Tier 2 
Infractions 
Cut School Function 69111 28.74 
Insubordination 56810 23.63 
Disruptive Behavior 40118 16.69 
Inappropriate Behavior towards 
Students 29223 12.15 
Inappropriate Behavior towards 
Staff 11775 4.9 
Pre-Fight 9151 3.81 
Physical Aggression 7986 3.32 
Provocation 3410 1.42 
Inappropriate Conduct 2792 1.16 
Cheating / Plagiarism / Forgery 1582 0.66 
Contraband Possession 1099 0.46 
Petty Theft 1003 0.42 
Inappropriate Language 932 0.39 
Abuse of Property 872 0.36 
Persistent Disruption in School 821 0.34 
Inciting Violence 735 0.31 
Cut 694 0.29 
Inappropriate Sexual Behavior 611 0.25 
Present in Restricted Area 560 0.23 
Misuse of Technology 518 0.22 
Excessive Latenesses 350 0.15 
Violation of School Code 208 0.09 
Illicit Activity 29 0.01 
Constant / Persistent 19 0.01 
Major Misconduct 14 0.01 
Gambling 4 0 
Non-Violence Violation 2 0 




Table A.3  
 
List of Tier 3 Infractions at NECSN (2010-2011 to 2016-2017) 
  Frequency 
Percent of 
All Tier 3 
Infractions 
Fighting 1450 60.59 
Possession/Use of a Controlled 
Substance 169 7.06 
Simple Assault on Student 155 6.48 
Fight w/o Injury or Restraint 64 2.67 
Possession of Knife 63 2.63 
Threatening School Official/Student 59 2.47 
Theft 49 2.05 
Simple Assault on Staff 37 1.55 
Possession of Other Weapon 34 1.42 
Disorderly Conduct 31 1.3 
Possession of Cutting Instrument  30 1.25 
Possession / Use / Sale of Tobacco 29 1.21 
Aggravated Assault on Student 27 1.13 
Possession of BB/Pellet Gun 24 1 
Vandalism 24 1 
Bullying 18 0.75 
Obscene / Sexual Materials / 
Performance 11 0.46 
Reckless Endangerment 10 0.42 
Sale, Possess, Under Influence of 
Alcohol 10 0.42 
Code of Conduct Violation 9 0.38 
Other forms of 
Harassment/Intimidation 8 0.33 
Minor Altercation 7 0.29 
Stolen Property 7 0.29 
Assault w/o Injury 6 0.25 
Cyber Harassment of a Child 6 0.25 
Possession of Device to Cause Harm 6 0.25 
Possession of a Handgun 6 0.25 
Sexual Harassment 5 0.21 
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Statutory Sexual Assault 5 0.21 
Arson 4 0.17 
Sale/Distribute of Controlled 
Substance 4 0.17 
Terroristic Threats (Excl. Bomb 
Threats) 4 0.17 
Aggravated Assault on Staff 3 0.13 
Indecent Exposure 3 0.13 
Aggravated Indecent Assault 2 0.08 
Possession of Explosive (Bomb, 
Missile, etc) 2 0.08 
Robbery 2 0.08 
Sexual Assault 2 0.08 
Suicide - Attempted 2 0.08 
Bomb Threat 1 0.04 
Destruction of Property 1 0.04 
Open Lewdness 1 0.04 
Rioting 1 0.04 
Sexual Activity at School 1 0.04 
Threat of Violence 1 0.04 
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